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Abstract
It has been established through numerous research studies that police 
interrogation tactics have the ability to elicit false confessions from innocent individuals. 
Not only do the tactics used have the ability to coerce a confession, but confirmation bias 
may further influence the techniques used during an interrogation and pressure exerted on 
a suspect. Individuals may falsely admit guilt to a crime in order to escape pressure, to 
obtain a promise of leniency, or because they internalize the confession based on 
evidence against them. Confessions are expanded upon, written down and signed to be 
used against the suspect in trial. Jurors that are exposed to confessions hold high regard 
for this form of evidence. Because of this, an innocent individual who falsely confesses to 
a crime is likely to be wrongfully convicted.
The purpose of this study is to examine how individuals evaluate an interrogation 
with or without a confession. In a pilot study (^=201), undergraduates from Montclair 
State university rated overall verdict decisions (guilty vs. innocent), and perceived 
coercion based on an interrogation transcript. Participants were randomly assigned to one 
of three different scenarios: murder, hit and run, and sexual assault. There were two 
versions of each scenario, one with a confession present, and one where a confession was 
absent. In Study 2 (/V=485), undergraduates from Montclair State University additionally 
reviewed twelve interrogation tactics presented in the transcript and rated the tactics in 
terms of effectiveness, coercion, and ethicality of each technique.
As predicted, the presence of a confession resulted in a greater number of guilty 
than innocent verdicts compared to a confession-absent scenario. Unlike what was 
hypothesized, however, the presence of a confession resulted in higher ratings of
HOW PEOPLE THINK ABOUT INTERROGATIONS 2
coercion. This suggests that participants perceive higher levels of coerciveness used to 
elicit a confession, but this pressure is not used in rendering a verdict. In terms of tactic 
ratings, it was assumed that participants will perceive interrogation tactics as less 
effective when the interrogation did not result in a confession, or when the suspect was 
believed to be guilty. The presence of a confession lead participants to rate each tactic as 
more effective. However, verdict did not seem to play a role in effectiveness ratings. For 
coercion, it was hypothesized that tactics will be perceived as more coercive when a 
confession is absent, or when the suspect was believed to be innocent. Alternatively, in 
general, ratings for each tactic were significantly higher when there was a confession. In 
terms of verdict, ratings of coerciveness were higher when the participant believed the 
suspect was innocent, which was predicted. Ratings of ethicality were suggested to be 
lower in the absence of a confession or when the suspect was believed to be innocent. 
Ratings were higher, though not significantly so, when no confession was present. This 
was opposite of what was predicted. In terms of verdict, ratings of ethicality were 
significantly higher when participants believed the suspect was guilty, as hypothesized.
Despite limitations in sample selection, this research will increase the knowledge 
regarding how individuals evaluate interrogations and confessions, how they perceive 
numerous interrogation tactics, and how these factors influence overall verdict.
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The American author, David Shipler wrote, "If you have never been tortured, or 
locked up and verbally threatened, you may find it hard to believe that anyone would 
confess to something he had not done. Intuition holds that the innocent do not make false 
confessions." A confession, or the admission of guilt made by the suspect of a crime, is a 
major factor in a jury's deliberation and a verdict. In fact, next to DNA evidence, 
confessions are believed to be among the most powerful and persuasive forms of 
evidence presented during trial (Miranda v. Arizona, 1966; McCormick, 1983). 
Moreover, in the laboratory confession evidence produces high conviction rates among 
mock jurors (Kassin & Neumann, 1997). Unfortunately, not all confessions are truthful 
and accurate. That is, sometimes people falsely confess to crimes they did not commit. 
False confessions are common enough that researchers have devised a typology to 
classify their causes. Voluntary false confessions occur when suspects confess to crimes 
absent of any police pressure (e.g., for notoriety). Coerced-compliant false confessions 
occur when suspects confess to escape police pressure (e.g., psychological or physical 
coercion) or to receive some type of instrumental gain (e.g., leniency). Finally, coerced- 
intemalized false confessions occurs when suspects confess to a crime and come to 
believe (i.e., internalize) they committed the crime.
The latter two types of false confessions can be induced by modem police 
interrogation techniques, including widely utilized minimization and maximization 
tactics (Kassin et. al, 2010). Minimization tactics lessen the severity of the crime or the 
consequences of confessing. Maximization, conversely, involves tactics that increase the 
severity of the situation or potential punishment.
Despite present knowledge about false confessions, confession evidence is still
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sought by interrogators and used during trial. Police posit that a suspect reaching the 
interrogation phase is already perceived to be lying about involvement in the crime. An 
innocent individual perceived to be lying in a pre-interrogation interview may face 
increased pressure to confess during an interrogation. This increased pressure can lead to 
false confessions. When a confession is obtained, a suspect is more likely to be charged 
for the crime, charged with additional crimes, settle with a plea bargain, and receive a 
severe punishment (Drizin & Leo, 2004). Courts have ruled that only voluntary, non- 
coerced confessions are admissible as evidence. However, the perceptions of voluntary, 
non-coerced confessions may be subjective rather than objective. According to the 
Innocence Project, roughly 30% of known wrongful convictions involve false 
confessions, incriminating statements, or guilty pleas (Innocence Project, n.d.). Though 
research has flourished on false confession causes and consequences, less is known about 
how jurors evaluate interrogation techniques and confession evidence. This is detrimental 
to the field because it is the jurors who use confession evidence to determine whether a 
suspect is guilty versus not guilty of a crime. Debates ensue on whether expert testimony 
should be utilized to educate jurors on the potential for and causes of false confessions 
resulting from coercive interrogation tactics. Some argue that jurors already possess 
necessary knowledge to make these types of informed verdict decisions; however, the 
statistics presented by the Innocence Project contradict this assertion. Without 
understanding how jurors evaluate interrogation tactics and confessions, as well as the 
impact these perceptions have on verdict decisions, the imperfect system that exists today 
cannot be properly improved upon.
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In light of limited research in this area, this study focused on examining the ways 
in which individuals evaluate twelve police interrogation tactics throughout hypothetical 
interrogation scenarios which do or do not result in confessions. This study begins to 
provide necessary insight into the processes used by potential jurors while examining 
confession evidence.
Purpose
The purpose of this study is three-fold. First, it is necessary to establish whether 
interrogations involving different scenarios (e.g., murder, hit and run, or sexual assault) 
differ from one another in terms of overall verdict and coerciveness, and also with regard 
to each of the twelve presented tactics in terms of effectiveness, coerciveness and 
ethicality. No differences are predicted to exist between scenarios. This will allow 
exploration into whether a confession-present (CP) outcome differs from a confession- 
absent (CA) outcome in terms of verdict. It is predicted that the CP condition will have a 
significantly greater number of guilty verdicts compared to the CA condition. After this is 
established, a 2x2 ANOVA will be used to assess differences in perceptions of overall 
coercion ratings in terms of both interrogation outcome (CP versus CA) and verdict 
(innocent versus guilty). It is predicted that the CP and guilty groups will have 
significantly lower coercion ratings compared to the CA and innocent groups.
The third purpose of this study was to assess how individuals evaluate twelve 
interview techniques presented throughout interrogation transcripts in terms of 
effectiveness, coercion, and ethicality. Perceptions of each of the twelve interrogation 
tactics will be explored and compared between CP and CA conditions, as well as guilty 
versus innocent verdict decisions. It is predicted that participants will perceive
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interrogation tactics as less effective, more coercive, and less ethical when the 
interrogation did not result in a confession or they believed the suspect was innocent, 
compared to a confession outcome or they believed the suspect was guilty.
Research Questions
1. Does an individual's verdict, perceived overall coercion placed on the suspect, and 
perception of tactic effectiveness, coerciveness and ethicality differ with regard to 
transcript scenario?
2. Does an individual's verdict differ with the presence or absence of a confession?
A. Do ratings of overall perceived coercion differ significantly in terms of both 
confession and verdict?
3. Will evaluations on ratings of effectiveness, coercion, and ethicality differ between 
confession present versus confession-absent conditions and/ or verdict?
Literature Review
The literature examined focuses on the effect of confession evidence on potential 
jurors will be compiled and compared. The prospective impact of expert testimony 
regarding interrogations and false confessions will be briefly discussed, as this is not 
common practice in the legal system today.
The Jury: False Confessions and Expert Testimony
When elicited, an important piece of prosecution evidence during trial is a 
confession. Confessions are so powerful that they have the ability to taint additional 
evidence, including testimonies presented by both experts and eyewitnesses. To support 
this suggestion, Elaad, Ginton, and Ben-Shakhar (1994) conducted a study involving 
polygraph experts examining inconclusive charts. Some of the examiners were told that
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the suspect had confessed. As a consequence, the corresponding charts were rated more 
deceptive than charts of examiners who were not told of a confession. Similar results 
were obtained by fingerprint examiners (Dror & Charlton, 2006). This forensic evidence 
can further contaminate a jury's understanding of the confession and evidence involved in 
a case. In consequence, research has begun to look at jurors sensitivity to factors involved 
during interrogations that lead to false confessions. Generally speaking, it is assumed by 
the judicial system that jurors have an innate ability to detect coerced false confessions. 
However, the fundamental attribution error has been attributed to jurors, meaning that 
jurors tend to make dispositional or personal attributions for negative actions of 
defendants while ignoring situational factors. In consequence, jurors may be less able to 
understand the situational pressures or coercion exerted during interrogations that lead an 
individual to confess to a crime he or she did not actually commit.
Perceived coercion and the jury. Explorations of a juror's interpretations of 
coercion are limited. For example, after an explicit threat of harm or punishment, mock 
jurors rejected a confession. However, when the confession followed a promise of 
leniency, mock jurors did not reject the confession (Kassin & Wrightsman, 1980). In a 
mock juror experiment designed to explore the influence of these narrative confessions, 
Appleby, Hasel, and Kassin (2011) manipulated the presence of details, motive, and 
apology in confessions. Mock jurors read summaries of a criminal case and evaluated the 
evidence against the defendant in question, rendered a verdict, and rated their confidence 
as well as the likelihood that the person actually committed the crime. Results indicated 
participants were more confident in rendering guilty verdicts with the presence of details 
and motive statements. Further, participants were more confident whenever the
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confession contained factual details about the crime, regardless if a motive statement was 
made (Appleby, Hasel, & Kassin, 2011). Interrogation techniques, such as the widely 
used Reid technique, are designed to convert confession statements into these detailed 
narratives. As a result of this process, credibility of the confession increases for jurors, 
whether the confession was true or false.
Kassin & Neumann (1997) provided participants with summaries of four criminal 
trials, all compromised of circumstantial evidence along with a confession, an 
eyewitness, or a character witness. The trials included murder, rape, assault, and 
automobile theft. Findings indicated that a guilty verdict was more likely in the 
confession condition compared to all other conditions in murder, rape and assault trials. 
For these scenarios, confessions proved more convincing for convictions than eyewitness 
identification or character testimony. For those who voted guilty, confessions were cited 
more often as a contribution to the verdict compared to eyewitness or character witnesses. 
Kassin and Sukel (1997) went on to investigate whether confession evidence boosted 
conviction rate regardless of perceived pressure to confess, and whether this rate was 
changed by a judge's instructions to disregard the confession. Manipulating high-pressure 
and low-pressure interrogations, as well as admissible versus inadmissible information, 
mock jurors read a murder trial transcript. All evidence presented, except the confession, 
was circumstantial, incomplete, and ambiguous. After reading the transcript, participants 
were asked to choose a verdict, rate their confidence, and answer a series of case-related 
questions. Additional items of evidence were rated on a 10 point scale to determine the 
impact of the confession in relation to other evidence. Participants assessed pressure of 
interrogation, judging whether the defendant confessed voluntarily without coercion.
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Results indicated lower interrogation pressure ratings when the confession was 
admissible. Inadmissible evidence lowered the conviction rate only when participants 
perceived the pressure to confess as high. The most surprising finding was that only 12% 
of participants in the inadmissible confession condition correctly recalled that the judge 
disallowed the confession into evidence, compared to 82% in the admissible condition 
(Kassin & Sukel, 1997). This research found that mock jurors did not significantly 
discount a confession even when perceived as coercive or when ruled inadmissible by a 
judge. The confession was enough to result in a conviction.
Costanzo, Shaked-Schroer, and Vinson (2010) recruited juror-eligible participants 
and asked them to answer 15 questions examining the ability to detect true and false 
confessions, beliefs and rates of false confessions, beliefs about permissible interrogation 
tactics, and beliefs about expert testimony. Results indicated that most participants 
disagreed with the use of lying about a failed polygraph, matching fingerprints, DNA, 
eyewitness identification, threatening a longer sentence or promising leniency during 
interrogation. Participants believed that, while some suspects may falsely confess, that 
they themselves would not (i.e., the fundamental attribution error). Interestingly, 
participants indicated that false confessions may persuade jurors. The final finding was 
that most participants believed expert testimony on interrogation techniques and causes 
of false confession would be helpful (Costanzo, Shaked-Schroer, & Vinson, 2010). 
Potential jurors, without expert testimony, tend to accept confessions despite perceiving 
the tactics used in elicitation as coercive and the potential for suspects to falsely admit 
guilt.
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Expert testimony
It cannot be assumed that jurors understand false confessions or the processes 
involved in interrogations. Jurors likely rely on their biases, expectations, and beliefs to 
interpret evidence presented to them. Expert testimony could help jurors decide how to 
better interpret confessions, but it is often denied by judges' due to the assumption that 
jurors already know this information. As such, many courts disallow expert testimony. 
Blandon-Gitlin, Sperry, and Leo (2009) presented potential jurors with a survey 
exploring perceptions of evidence, police procedures, and interrogation tactics. 
Participants rated the their opinions on coerciveness of the technique, as well as how 
likely the tactic would be to elicit a true confession from a guilty suspect or the likelihood 
it would elicit a false confession from an innocent suspect. Participants rated presentation 
of false evidence, promises of leniency, and accusation and confrontation as more likely 
to elicit true than false confessions. This is an interesting result, because they perceived 
presentation of false evidence and promises of leniency as more coercive. In a follow-up 
study, jury-eligible participants were given a study packet with instructions, a transcript 
of a trial, and questions to answer before and after expert testimony. Before the 
testimony, most participants found the defendant guilty (89.7%), with the confession 
cited as an influence on conviction. They also perceived a great deal of pressure used by 
police to obtain the confession, but the tactics used were judged as fair. After the expert 
testimony, a significant decrease in guilty ratings was detected. Tactics were rated more 
coercive after expert testimony. For the participants who changed their verdict, they 
indicated a higher influence of the expert testimony in this change (Blandon-Gitlin,
Sperry, & Leo, 2009).
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Interrogations employ tactics that can potentially elicit false confessions from 
innocent suspects. In fact, interrogations have been shown to induce false confessions in 
research. A confession may be admissible in court, meaning jurors are exposed to the 
confession and use this information to render a verdict. Confession evidence has been 
shown to be powerful, producing high conviction rates despite how coercive the 
interrogation appears to be. Understanding how jurors evaluate confessions and 
interrogations is necessary to reduce the number of wrongful convictions. Recent studies 
have revealed that, when given expert testimony on these topics, individuals are more 
sensitive to the effects of coercion and the possibility of a confession being false, 
lowering conviction rates. However, for expert testimony to be most beneficial, it is 
important to first understand juror beliefs.
Study 1 (Pilot) Method
Participants
Two hundred and one undergraduate students (24.9% male; 75.1% female) at 
Montclair State University participated in this study for 1 SONA credit. Identifying 
information was kept separate from survey responses. The participants were 18 years-old 
or older (Af= 19.62, SD= 2.46). Of the participants, 56.2% categorized their ethnicity as 
White/Caucasian, 14.4% as Black/African American, 19.4% as Latino/Hispanic, 6.5% as 
Asian, and the remaining categorized themselves as “Other.” Only 11.4% of participants 
had been contacted by a local or state court for jury service, but 77.6% believed they 
were currently eligible to serve on a jury.
Design. The design consisted of a 3(Murder vs Hit-and-Run vs Rape) x 
2(Confession vs. No-Confession) between subjects factorial.
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Materials
All materials were presented online in survey form utilizing the website 
http://www.psychsurveys.org/Strublec 1 /interrogations.
Scenarios and transcripts. Each participant was presented with a mock 
interrogation transcript involving one of the following crime scenarios: murder, hit and 
run, or sexual assault. The length of each transcript was 9 pages, 12-point font, double­
spaced. In each scenario, an adult male is brought in as a suspect for the aforementioned 
crime. The suspect interacts with a detective and a sergeant for an unspecified period of 
time. There were two versions of each scenario, identical except for the conclusion, 
where the suspect either confessed to the crime or did not confess to the crime. Therefore, 
a participant was randomly assigned to read one of six interrogation scenarios.
Murder. This scenario involves the interrogation of a man accused of murdering 
his girlfriend by pushing her down the stairs. The detective believes the suspect 
committed the crime because he had been caught cheating on his girlfriend. In the 
confession-present (CP) scenario, the suspect admitted to killing his girlfriend by 
accident during an argument. In the confession-absent (CA) scenario, the suspect denied 
involvement in the crime and ended the interview without confessing.
Hit and run. This scenario involves the questioning of a man accused of hitting a 
woman with his car while intoxicated and leaving the scene of the crime. In the CP 
scenario, the suspect admitted to hitting the woman with his car after she ran out in front 
of him, and leaving the scene because he did not want to get in trouble for being 
intoxicated. In the CA condition, the suspect denied involvement in the crime and ended
the interview without confessing.
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Sexual Assault. In this scenario, a man was accused of sexually assaulting a 
female in his apartment complex. The detective believes the suspect raped the victim 
after being rejected romantically a number of times. In the CP scenario, the suspect 
admitted that he attacked his neighbor out of anger. In the CA scenario, the suspect 
denied involvement in the crime and ended the interview without confessing.
Survey Questions. There were a number of questions all participants were asked 
to answer following the transcript. Participants were first asked to render a verdict for the 
suspect of either guilty or innocent. Next, individuals indicated how coercive the 
interrogation was overall on a scale of 1-10 (1 : Not at all Coercive; 10: Extremely 
Coercive). Manipulation checks questioned the participant on the scenario or crime 
presented, and whether a confession was present or not.
Procedure
After reading about and consenting to the study, participants responded to a 
number of demographic questions involving: gender, age, ethnicity, jury eligibility and 
jury service. After completing demographic information, participants were randomly 
assigned to one of six transcript conditions: Murder-No Confession, Murder- Confession, 
Hit and Run- No Confession, Hit and Run- Confession, Rape- No confession, and Rape- 
Confession. From here, subjects were instructed to read the transcript in full before 
continuing on. Once participants read their assigned transcript, they answered each of the 
survey questions described above. Participants were unable to go back to the transcript to 
re-evaluate their decisions. There were no time restrictions placed on participants, but the 
survey took about 30 minutes to complete. Once the survey was completed, participants 
were thanked for their participation and received one SONA credit.
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Study 1 (Pilot) Results and Discussion
A total of 219 participants accessed the pilot survey. Three individuals were 
excluded due to survey incompletion, leaving a total of 216 responses for data analysis. 
Fifteen participants incorrectly answered one or both of the manipulation check questions 
and were excluded based on this criteria (V=201). A one-way ANOVA was used to 
determine whether there were any differences between scenario in terms of verdict 
decision. There were no significant differences on dependent measures when comparing 
each of the three scenarios in terms of verdict decision, X2 (2, N = 201) = 5.18,/?> 0.05. 
Therefore, data was collapsed across scenario, grouping based on confession-present 
(CP) versus confession-absent (CA) conditions rather than scenario.
Results of a chi-square test of independence revealed significant differences 
between confession («=99) versus no confession («= 102) conditions in terms of verdict 
decision, (X2 (1, N = 201) = 36.27,/? = 0.00). A 2X2 ANOVA with confession (CP vs. 
CA) and verdict (guilty vs. innocent) as fixed factors resulted in two significant main 
effects on overall coercion (confession: F( 1, 197)= 5.29,/?=0.02; verdict: F( 1, 197)= 
15.30,/?= 0.00). The interaction was not significant (/?>0.05, Figure 1). Means and 
standard deviations are listed in Table 1.
In the CP condition («=99), 64 participants submitted guilty verdicts, while 35 
indicated the suspect was innocent. In contrast, the CA condition («=102) consisted of 
only 23 guilty decisions, compared to 79 innocent verdicts. The presence of a confession 
led to significantly more guilty than innocent verdicts compared to the no-confession 
condition. When comparing these conditions, the CP condition rated higher levels of 
coerciveness in the interrogation overall. Similarly, participants who believed the suspect
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was innocent rated the overall coercion significantly higher than participants believing 
the suspect was guilty. The first finding was interesting, as the confession condition 




Four hundred eighty-five undergraduate students (21.4% male, 78.6% female) at 
Montclair State University had the opportunity to participate in this study for 1 credit. 
Identifying information was kept separate from survey responses. All participants were 
18 years-old or older (M= 20.10, SD= 4.15). Of the participants, 51.1% categorized their 
ethnicity as White/Caucasian, 11.5% as Black/African American, 26.0% as 
Latino/Hispanic, 6.6% as Asian, and the remaining categorized themselves as Other. 
Eighty-nine participants (18.4%) had been contacted by a local or state court for jury 
service, and 84.1% were currently eligible to serve on a jury.
Design. The design consisted of a 3(Murder vs Hit-and-Run vs Rape) x 
2(Confession vs. No-Confession) between subjects factorial.
Materials
All materials were presented online in survey form utilizing the website 
http://www.psychsurveys.org/Strublecl/thesis.
Scenarios and transcripts. Participants were presented with one of the six 
transcripts described in Study 1. Each transcript consisted of twelve commonly used 
police interrogation tactics. Six of these tactics were minimization tactics, where the 
detective attempts to minimize the severity of the crime. These tactics included: implied
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leniency, explicit leniency, false self-disclosure, minimizing moral consequences, 
blaming the victim, and suggesting memory failure. Each transcript also contained six 
maximization techniques, where the detective maximizes the severity, evidence, and 
consequences of the crime. These tactics included: good cop/bad cop, using unrelated 
charges, overstating consequences, threatening violence, questioning after request for a 
lawyer, and presenting the suspect with false evidence. Again, there were two versions of 
each scenario, identical except for the conclusion, where the suspect either confessed to 
the crime or did not confess to the crime.
Survey Questions. There were a number of questions all participants were asked 
to answer following the transcript. Participants were again asked to render a verdict for 
the suspect of either guilty or innocent, indicate the extent to which they believed the 
suspect was guilty or innocent of the crime on a scale of 1 to 10(1: Innocent; 10: Guilty); 
and how coercive the interrogation was (1 : Not at all Coercive; 10: Extremely Coercive). 
Manipulation checks questioned the participant on the scenario or crime presented, and 
whether a confession was present or not.
Next, participants read a description of each of the twelve interrogation tactics 
used in the interrogation transcript. An example of each tactic from the transcript were 
presented alongside these descriptions. For each tactic (e.g., implied leniency, explicit 
leniency, false self-disclosure, minimizing moral consequences, blaming the victim, 
suggesting memory failure, good cop/bad cop, using unrelated charges, overstating 
consequences, threatening violence, questioning after request for a lawyer, and presenting 
the suspect with false evidence), participants were asked the following questions: 1. In 
general, how effective is this technique in getting the suspect to confess (1 : Completely
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Ineffective; 10: Completely Effective); 2. In general, how coercive is this technique (1: 
Completely Non-coercive; 10: Completely Coercive); 3. In general, how ethical is it for 
police to use this technique during an interrogation (1 : Completely Unethical; 10: 
Completely Ethical); 4. Based on your knowledge, is it legal or illegal for police to use 
this technique; and 5. How confident are you in that your answer to Question 4 is correct 
(1: Not at all Confident; 10: Completely Confident).
Procedure
After reading about and consenting to the study, participants responded to a 
number of demographic questions involving: gender, age, ethnicity, jury eligibility and 
jury service. After completing demographic information, participants were randomly 
assigned to one of six transcript conditions: Murder-No Confession, Murder- Confession, 
Hit and Run- No Confession, Hit and Run- Confession, Rape- No confession, and Rape- 
Confession. From here, subjects were instructed to read the transcript in full before 
continuing on. Once participants read their assigned transcript, they answered each of the 
survey questions described above. Participants were unable to go back to the transcript to 
re-evaluate their decisions. There were no time restrictions placed on participants, but the 
survey took about 30 minutes to complete. Once the survey was completed, participants 
were thanked for their participation and received one SONA credit.
Study 2 Results and Discussion
A total of 548 participants accessed the survey. Only 509 participants completed 
the survey. Twenty-four participants incorrectly answered one or both of the 
manipulation check questions and were excluded based on this criteria (A=485).
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Differences Between Scenarios
The first purpose of data analysis involved determining whether there were 
significant differences between scenarios in terms of verdict decision. There were no 
significant differences on dependent measures when comparing each of the three 
scenarios in terms of verdict decision, X  (2,N= 485) = 2.18, p > 0.05. Therefore, data 
was collapsed across scenario, grouping based on confession-present (CP) versus 
confession-absent (CA) conditions rather than scenario.
In terms of tactic ratings: effectiveness, coerciveness and ethicality for each of the 
12 tactics acted as dependent variables. Separate ANOVA's were run on each dependent 
variable for each tactic, meaning 36 ANOVAs were run in total. A few significant 
differences were found. Specifically, ratings of effectiveness (p=0.00) and ethicality 
(p=0.04) for false-self disclosure, ethicality (p=0.04) for blaming the victim, coerciveness 
(p=0.02) for questioning after requests for a lawyer, effectiveness (p=0.01) and 
coerciveness (p=0.01) for presenting false evidence, and coerciveness (p=0.05) for 
suggesting memory failure differed significantly between scenarios. The remaining 
analyses resulted in insignificant differences (p's ranging from 0.08 to 0.99). As such, a 
second set of analyses first calculated the mean ratings of effectiveness, coerciveness and 
ethicality ratings across all 12 interrogation tactics. Three separate one-way ANOVAs 
were conducted. Following Table 3, no differences were found on the mean effectiveness 
rating (F(2,482)=0.69,/?=0.93), on the mean coerciveness rating (F(2,482)= 1.70,
/7=0.19), or the mean ethicality rating (F(2, 482)= 0.43,/?=0.65) across interrogation 
scenarios. This indicates that perceptions of mean effectiveness, coerciveness and 
ethicality ratings across the 12 tactics did not differ as a result of interrogation scenario.
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This allows analysis to collapse across scenario and focus on whether a confession was 
present or not as the independent variable. The tactics that did differ in the first set of 
preliminary analyses will be evaluated with caution.
Relationships Between Confession and Verdict
Results of a chi-square test of independence revealed significant differences 
between confession («=249) versus no confession («= 236) conditions in terms of verdict 
decision, X2 (1, N= 485) = 51.74,/? = 0.00. A 2X2 ANOVA with confession (CP vs. CA) 
and verdict (guilty vs. innocent) as fixed factors resulted in two significant main effects 
on overall coercion (confession: F( 1, 481)= 10.05,/?=0.00; verdict: F(l, 481)= 22.31, 
p  = 0.00). The interaction was not significant (/?>0.05; Figure 2). Means and standard 
deviations are available in Table 2.
In the CP condition («=249), 155 participants submitted guilty verdicts, while 94 
indicated the suspect was innocent. In contrast, the CA condition («=236) consisted of 
only 70 guilty decisions, compared to 166 innocent verdicts. Following the results from 
the pilot study, the presence of a confession led to significantly more guilty verdicts 
compared to the no-confession condition. When comparing these conditions, the CP 
condition rated higher levels of coerciveness in the interrogation overall. Similarly, 
participants who believed the suspect was innocent rated the overall coercion 
significantly higher than participants believing the suspect was guilty. Following 
conclusions drawn from the pilot study, the confession- present condition resulted in 
higher guilty verdicts, despite participants rating the coercion exerted to elicit the 
confession higher. The hypothesis that the presence of a confession results in a 
significantly higher number of guilty verdicts was supported. The predictions regarding
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coercion were partially supported. The presence of a confession was associated with 
higher levels of coercion, which was not expected. However, participants believing a 
suspect is innocent did rate coercion higher than those believing the suspect was guilty, 
as predicted.
Differences in Effectiveness Ratings
It was hypothesized that participants would rate interrogation tactics to be more 
effective when the suspect confessed to the crime (CP versus CA) and when they 
believed the suspect was guilty. Individual two-way ANOVA's were conducted on 
effectiveness ratings between confession-present versus confession-absent conditions, 
and also guilty versus innocent verdicts for each interrogation tactic. As seen in Table 4, 
each of the 12 tactics were perceived as more effective when the suspect confessed than 
when he did not with the exception of the false self-disclosure tactic (/?>0.05). In terms of 
verdict, no significant differences existed except for the effectiveness rating of the 
implied leniency tactic, F(l, 481) = 5.12,/>=0.02. This tactic was rated more effective 
when participants believed the suspect was guilty compared to when they believed the 
suspect was innocent. The only significant interaction that existed was for the unrelated 
charges tactic, F(l, 481) = 5.22,/?=0.02. Participants rated the tactic as most effective 
when a confession was present but they believed the suspect was innocent and least 
effective when there was no confession but they believed the suspect was innocent. The 
hypothesis was partially supported, as the presence of a confession led participants to rate 
each tactic as more effective. However, verdict did not seem to play a role in
effectiveness ratings.
HOW PEOPLE THINK ABOUT INTERROGATIONS 24
Differences in Coerciveness Ratings
It was hypothesized that participants would rate interrogation tactics to be least 
coercive when the suspect confessed to the crime (CP versus CA) and when they believed 
the suspect was guilty. Individual two-way ANOVA's were conducted on coerciveness 
ratings between confession-present versus confession-absent conditions, and also guilty 
versus innocent verdicts for each interrogation tactic. As seen in Table 5, each of the 12 
tactics were perceived as more coercive when the suspect confessed than when he did not 
with the exception of unrelated charges, threatening violence, explicit offers of leniency, 
and blaming the victim tactics (p's >.05). However, the rating of coercion for each tactic 
was higher when there was a confession present. This finding was opposite of the 
hypothesized result. In terms of verdict, significant differences existed except for the 
coerciveness rating of the good cop/bad cop tactic, F(l, 481) = 2.88,/?=0.09). Based on 
observations of the ratings, ratings of coerciveness were higher when the participant 
believed the suspect was innocent. This finding did support the hypothesis. The only 
significant interaction that existed was for the overstating consequences tactic, F(l, 481)
= 4.26,/?=0.05. Participants rated the tactic as most coercive when a confession was 
present but they believed the suspect was innocent, and least coercive when there was no 
confession but they believed the suspect was innocent.
Differences in Ethicality Ratings
It was hypothesized that participants would rate interrogation tactics to be more 
ethical when the suspect confessed to the crime (CP versus CA) and when they believed 
the suspect was guilty. Individual two-way ANOVAs were conducted on ethicality 
ratings between confession-present versus confession-absent conditions, and also guilty
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versus innocent verdicts for each interrogation tactic. As seen in Table 6, the only 
significant difference in ethicality rating for CP versus CA conditions was for questioning 
after request for a lawyer (/?=0.01). In general, ratings of ethicality were higher when no 
confession was present, which was opposite of what was predicted. However, since these 
differences were not significant, it seems that confession does not play a role in ethicality 
perceptions. In terms of verdict, significant differences existed for each tactic. As 
predicted, ratings of ethicality were significantly higher when participants believed the 
suspect was guilty. No significant interactions existed.
Mean Effectiveness, Coerciveness and Ethicality
Three new variables were created by creating mean composites for ratings of 
effectiveness, coerciveness and ethicality across all 12 interrogation tactics. Three 
separate 2X2 ANOVA's were used to analyze differences between each mean composite 
in terms of confession (CP versus CA) and verdict (guilty versus innocent). Results, 
presented in Table 7, there was a main effect for mean effectiveness, F( 1,481)= 45.74, 
/?=0.00) when CP versus CA ratings were compared. Overall, the effectiveness rating was 
significantly higher for the CP condition compared to the CA condition. For the mean 
coerciveness rating, there was a significant main effect for confession (F (1,481)= 15.41, 
p= 0.00), as well as for verdict (F(l,481)= 26.38,p=0.00). The mean composite 
coerciveness rating was significantly higher when a confession was present, as well as 
when the participants believed the suspect was innocent of the crime. The mean 
composite ethicality rating was only significantly different in terms of verdict, F(l, 481)
= 45.27, p=0.00. Overall, the rating of ethicality was greater when participants believed
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the suspect was guilty of the crime. All means and standard deviations are available in 
Table 7.
General Discussion
This study resulted in a number of surprising findings. Though it has been 
supported numerous times that the presence of a confession results in a higher number of 
guilty verdicts, it is interesting to note that this scenario is found to be most coercive. 
Studies should begin to explore reasons behind coercion ratings, and how ratings of 
coercion did or did not influence the verdict. It is clear that individuals are perceptive to 
coercive tactics used to elicit confessions, but it is unclear why these perceptions do not 
influence verdict.
In terms of individual tactics, predictions seemed to be partially supported. To the 
author's knowledge, this is the first study investigating perceptions of interrogation tactics 
in terms of effectiveness, coerciveness and ethicality. For effectiveness, the presence of a 
confession lead participants to rate each tactic as more effective. However, verdict did 
not seem to play a role in effectiveness ratings. For coercion, ratings for each tactic were 
actually higher when there was no confession present. In terms of verdict, ratings of 
coerciveness were higher when the participant believed the suspect was innocent, which 
was predicted. In general, ratings of ethicality were higher when no confession was 
present, which, again, was opposite of what was predicted. In terms of verdict, ratings of 
ethicality were significantly higher when participants believed the suspect was guilty, as 
hypothesized. Our results seem to support that of Blandon-Gitlin, Sperry, and Leo (2010). 
Individuals perceive certain tactics as coercive and able to elicit a false confession, but 
they are more forgiving of these tactics when they believe a suspect is guilty.
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There may be a number of reasons why predictions were not completely fulfilled. 
It may be that our sample of college students is not representative of the general 
population. Adults having more experience with interrogations, jury duty, or law may be 
more sensitive to these factors than the young college sample used here. Future studies 
will incorporate a more diverse population, but it would be interesting to also include 
police and individuals arrested or convicted of a crime. Participants may be unaware of 
what effectiveness, coerciveness, and ethicality mean in terms of rating each tactic.
Future research should randomly assign whether specifically defining each term could 
influence ratings. Additionally, future studies can directly compare minimization and 
maximization tactics to see if perceptions differ based on the type of tactic used. Finally, 
it would be important to have a mock expert testimony about police interrogation tactics 
and false confessions in future research. Here, it could be examined if coercion ratings do 
influence verdict decisions.
Conclusions
Confession evidence is a persuasive and important piece of evidence used to 
prosecute individuals. Interrogation tactics have the potential to elicit false confessions 
from innocent suspects. Jurors use confession evidence when deliberating whether a 
suspect is guilty or not guilty of a crime. The purpose of this study was to examine how 
individuals evaluate police interrogations that do or do not result in confessions. As 
stated, many of our predictions were supported based on the protocol used in this 
experimental design. However, it is clear that perceptions of interrogation tactics are not 
as simplistic as was thought. There is an especially interesting phenomenon found 
throughout the pilot and experimental design. Greater coercion is perceived when a
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confession is present, but these perceptions of coercion are not reflected in verdict 
decision. It is clear that future research should investigate whether this finding holds up, 
and the factors that cause it. More importantly, it is important to study how to educate 
people on the coerciveness of police interrogation tactics and to see if this improves 
verdict decision.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Pilot Results (Study 1)
Coercion Ratings Based on Confession Condition and Verdict
Confession Present Confession Absent
M (SD) M (SD)
Innocent 8.32 (1.85) 7.23 (2.42)
Guilty 6.87(1.92) 6.42 (1.82)
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics For Study 2
Coercion Ratings Based on Confession Condition and Verdict
Confession Present Confession Absent
M (SD) M (SD)
Innocent 8.39(1.77) 7.61 (1.99)
Guilty 7.30 (2.19) 6.84(2.10)
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for Judgments o f Effectiveness, Coerciveness, and 
Ethicality for All Interrogation Tactics Combined Among Crime Scenarios
Scenario Effectiveness Coerciveness Ethicality









Sexual Assault 6.80(1.51) 6.70(1.61) 4.16(1.74)
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Judgments o f Effectiveness for All Interrogation Tactics 






No Confession 5.76 (2.11) 6.20 (2.06)
*Good Cop/Bad Cop
Confession 7.27(1.76) 7.28 (2.09)
No Confession 6.08 (2.21) 6.20 (2.22)
*~Unrelated Charges
Confession 7.45 (2.30) 6.74 (2.57)
No Confession 5.72 (2.73) 6.16(2.59)
^Overstating Consequences
Confession 7.59(1.90) 7.56(1.76)
No Confession 6.57 (2.94) 6.73 (2.29)
*Threatening Violence
Confession 7.49 (2.18) 7.19(2.24)
No Confession 6.16(2.56) 6.33 (2.56)
False Self-Disclosure
Confession 6.61 (2.02) 7.14(2.13)
No Confession 6.36 (2.24) 6.60 (2.61)
*Offer of Leniency
Confession 8.17(1.54) 8.10(1.71)
No Confession 7.31 (2.00) 7.76(1.91)
*Minimizing Morality
Confession 7.27 (2.00) 7.44 (2.02)
No Confession 6.61 (2.11) 6.97(1.93)
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*Blaming the Victim
Confession 7.00(1.96) 7.24 (2.17)
No Confession 6.42 (2.16) 6.69 (2.01)
^Denying Lawyer
Confession 6.17(2.60) 6.72 (2.56)
No Confession 5.15(2.62) 5.47 (2.58)
*False Evidence
Confession 8.16(1.83) 8.04 (2.08)
No Confession 6.83 (2.35) 7.04 (2.67)
^Memory Failure
Confession 7.05(1.90) 6.81 (2.04)
No Confession 5.98 (2.24) 6.10(2.09)
Note: * denotes statistically significant comparison at/?=.05 for Confession 
A denotes statistically significant comparison at p=.05 for Verdict 
~ denotes statistically significant comparison at p=.05 for Interactions
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Judgments o f Coerciveness for All Interrogation Tactics 
Between Confession (Present vs. Absent) Verdict (Innocent vs. Guilty)
Conditions
Tactic Innocent Guilty
M (SD) M (SD)
*AImplied Leniency
Confession 7.26 (2.51) 6.00 (2.56)
No Confession 6.58 (2.41) 5.36 (2.48)
*Good Cop/Bad Cop
Confession 7.77 (2.02) 7.21 (2.16)
No Confession 7.11 (2.15) 6.97 (2.22)
AUnrelated Charges
Confession 8.67(1.92) 7.68 (2.53)
No Confession 7.92 (2.44) 7.57 (2.39)
*A~Overstating Consequences
Confession 8.54(1.70) 7.76 (2.13)
No Confession 7.74 (2.05) 7.76(1.94)
AThreatening Violence
Confession 8.69(1.81) 7.91 (2.44)
No Confession 8.07 (2.40) 7.83 (2.42)
*AFalse Self-Disclosure
Confession 6.36 (2.52) 5.51 (2.78)
No Confession 5.73 (2.65) 4.87 (2.87)
AOffer of Leniency
Confession 6.56 (2.83) 5.59 (2.79)
No Confession 6.00 (2.65) 5.75 (2.75)
*A Minimizing Morality
Confession 5.89 (2.81) 4.99 (2.77)
No Confession 5.26 (2.51) 4.50 (2.61)
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ABIaming the Victim
Confession 6.43 (2.35) 5.18(2.74)
No Confession 5.57 (2.60) 5.10(2.68)
*A Denying Lawyer
Confession 6.99 (2.56) 6.25 (2.57)
No Confession 5.76 (2.82) 5.36 (2.66)
*AFalse Evidence
Confession 8.35 (1.88) 7.21 (2.58)
No Confession 7.28 (2.66) 6.80 (2.24)
*AMemory Failure
Confession 7.01 (2.20) 5.59 (2.49)
No Confession 6.04 (2.44) 4.97 (2.50)
Note: * denotes statistically significant comparison at p =.05 for Confession 
A denotes statistically significant comparison at p =.05 for Verdict 
~ denotes statistically significant comparison at p=.05 for Interactions
HOW PEOPLE THINK ABOUT INTERROGATIONS 38
Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Judgments o f Ethicality for All Interrogation Tactics Between 
Confession (Present vs. Absent) Verdict (Innocent vs. Guilty)
Conditions
Tactic Innocent Guilty
M (SD) M (SD)
AImplied Leniency
Confession 3.71(2.18) 5.95 (2.42)
No Confession 4.12(2.52) 5.68 (2.46)
AGood Cop/Bad Cop
Confession 4.49 (2.52) 5.43 (2.67)
No Confession 4.90 (2.69) 5.53 (2.53)
AUnrelated Charges
Confession 2.17(2.08) 2.74 (2.28)
No Confession 2.52 (2.22) 3.19(2.50)
AOverstating Consequences
Confession 3.10(2.30) 4.49 (2.50)
No Confession 3.63 (2.55) 4.30 (2.43)
threatening Violence
Confession 2.53 (2.27) 2.85 (2.39)
No Confession 2.29 (2.17) 2.89 (2.20)
AFalse Self-Disclosure
Confession 3.99 (2.64) 5.35 (2.69)
No Confession 4.29 (2.79) 5.16(2.60)
A Offer of Leniency
Confession 4.34 (2.37) 5.95 (2.45)
No Confession 4.97 (2.69) 5.89 (2.46)
AMinimizing Morality
Confession 4.70 (2.56) 6.03 (2.52)
No Confession 5.31 (2.49) 6.10(2.44)
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ABlaming the Victim
Confession 3.98 (2.74) 5.22 (2.69)
No Confession 4.42 (2.59) 5.01 (2.82)
*A Denying Lawyer
Confession 2.88 (2.57) 4.37 (2.77)
No Confession 3.81 (2.89) 4.84 (2.85)
AFalse Evidence
Confession 2.44 (2.32) 4.00 (2.79)
No Confession 3.02 (2.52) 4.09 (2.99)
AMemory Failure
Confession 3.55(2.31) 5.28 (2.60)
No Confession 4.20 (2.54) 5.09 (2.15)
Note: * denotes statistically significant comparison atp =.05 for Confession 
A denotes statistically significant comparison at p=.05 for Verdict 
~ denotes statistically significant comparison at p =.05 for Interactions
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Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Judgments o f Effectiveness, Coerciveness, and
Ethicality for all Interrogation Tactics Combined Between Confession (Present vs.








Innocent 7.27(1.27) 7.38 (1.50) 3.49(1.70)
Guilty 7.31 (1.31) 6.41 (1.60) 4.81 (1.64)
No Confession
Innocent 6.25 (1.45) 6.59(1.55) 3.96(1.68)
Guilty 6.52 (1.58) 6.02(1.48) 4.81 (1.65)
Note: * denotes statistically significant comparison atp=.05 for Confession 
A denotes statistically significant comparison at p=.05 for Verdict 
~ denotes statistically significant comparison at p=.05 for Interactions
Figure 1
Pilot results o f coercion ratings in terms o f Verdict and Confession
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Figure 2
Study 2 results o f  coercion ratings in terms o f  Verdict and Confession
Verdict
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Appendix A 
Interrogation Scenarios
Murder Scenarios- Confession and No Confession
DET. Marlowe: I’m sorry to keep you waiting. I’m Detective Marlowe. You are 
Nicholas Burke?
Burke: Yes. I’ve been waiting here for a half hour.
DET. Marlowe: I know. I’m sorry about that.
Burke: Am I under arrest?
DET. Marlowe: No. I just want to talk to you to get some things cleared up about the 
death of Lisa Bingham.
Burke: Can I leave?
DET. Marlowe: No not yet. I have a few questions. Please state address, age, and 
occupation.
Burke: 1120 Wilshire Ave, Apt B12, Chicago Illinois 60018. I’m 33. I’m a heating and 
cooling contractor.
DET. Marlowe: So what is that? What exactly do you do?
Burke: I install furnaces, boilers, air conditioning systems, stuff like that.
DET. Marlowe: Okay. So even though you’re not under arrest, I need to inform you of 
your rights, okay? This is just a formality.
Burke: Okay.
DET. Marlowe: You have the right to remain silent. Anything you say can and will be 
used against you in a court of law. You have the right to an attorney. If you cannot afford 
one, one will be appointed to you. Do you understand these rights?
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Burke: Yes.
DET. Marlowe: Okay, sign here indicating you understand your rights. Thank you. So 
like I said, we just have a few questions about Lisa Bingham. I understand that she was 
your girlfriend of two years and that you lived together. Is that correct?
Burke: Yes.
DET. Marlowe: Tell me about your relationship. Where did you meet? How long had 
you been living together?
Burke: We had a great relationship. We’d been together for two years and were living 
together. We had talked about getting married. She was the love of my life.
DET. Marlowe: How did you meet?
Burke: We met through a mutual friend, kind of a blind date sort of thing.
DET, Marlowe: And you guys hit it off?
Burke: Right away, we hit it off right away. We saw each other a lot and three months 
later, I moved in with her.
DET. Marlowe: Okay. And did you guys have any problems? You know, did you guys 
fight or have something going on in your lives?
Burke: No, we didn’t fight, not more than any other couple. We had our ups and downs 
but things were pretty good, things were great. Am I a suspect here? I don’t like where 
this is going.
DET. Marlowe: No you’re not a suspect. You’re a person of interest. In these types of 
investigations there are a lot of persons of interest. That simply means I’m interested in 
what you have to say. After all, you were living with Lisa and you were her boyfriend. So
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of course we want to speak with you. So, your interview here today is routine. We want 
to talk to you so we can rule you out as a suspect.
Burke: Okay.
DET. Marlowe: Okay. Now, you said that things were great between you and Lisa? 
Burke: Yes.
DET. Marlowe: The reason I ask is because when we examined Lisa’s cell phone there 
were some text messages between her and her friend, ah, Ms. Jennifer Collins. Do you 
know Jennifer?
Burke: Yes she was a friend of Lisa’s.
DET. Marlowe: Okay. I know that. Well in the text messages to Jennifer, Lisa conveyed 
that she thought you were cheating on her. I’m sorry, she said that she thought you were 
seeing or at least talking to another woman, someone named Sam. Do you know anyone 
by that name? Sam?
Burke: Sam is my friend’s wife, Bob Fitzpatrick. Her name is Samantha Fitzpatrick. And 
we are friends. I’m friends with Bob and Sam. That’s all.
DET. Marlowe: So why would Lisa think you were involved with Sam?
Burke: Lisa had a jealous personality. That’s all. I was doing some work at Bob’s house, 
a big HVAC install, and Lisa didn’t like it.
DET. Marlowe: Why didn’t she like it? What was the problem?
Burke: Lisa and Sam didn’t really get along. Sam is a little flirty and I was doing the 
work at their place while Bob was at work. Lisa didn’t like it and she blew it way out of 
proportion.
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DET. Marlow: Okay, so I gotta ask, you understand. There was no affair or sexual, or 
romantic relationship between you and Sam?
Burke: No.
DET. Marlow: You’re sure? Now would be the time to tell me.
Burke: No.
Det. Marlow: Okay. And did you have anything to do with the death of Lisa?
Burke: No.
DET. Marlow: Do you know if anyone else had anything to do with the death of Lisa? 
Burke: No.
DET. Marlow: Do you know of any reason why someone would want to harm Lisa? 
Burke: No.
Det. Marlow: So, you know nothing about it. Okay, are we going to find anything that 
implicates you? Is there anything on that cell phone of hers that’s going to point the 
finger at you? Now is the time to tell me.
Burke: No.
DET. Marlowe: Is there anything in Sam’s cell phone, Mrs. Fitzpatrick? Is there 
anything in her cell phone that’s going to point a finger at you?
Burke: No.
DET. Marlowe: Okay, we’re going to take a break. I can see that you’re upset. 
Burke: Where is the bathroom? Can I use the bathroom?
DET Marlowe: Of course. Detective Dunay will show you were it is.
(break)
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DET. Marlowe: Okay Nicholas. Can I call you Nick?
Burke: Yeah.
DET. Marlowe: Is there anything you’d like to say?
Burke: Like what? I already told you everything. I had nothing to do with Lisa’s death. I 
told you everything. I had nothing to do with it.
DET. Marlowe: Well the reason I ask is because we just got Sam’s cell phone records. 
We submitted a subpoena for them. Do you know what a subpoena is?
Burke: Yeah. I know what that is.
DET. Marlowe: Well it’s not good for you. Let me read this text exchange between you 
and Sam.
Samantha Fitzpatrick: Hi! When you getting here?
Nicholas Burke: Bob’s not home?
Samantha Fitzpatrick: Nope.
Nicholas Burke: Be there soon.
DET. Marlow: Now how do you explain that? What do you have to say about that? 
Burke: It’s nothing. I was doing some work at their house. Everyone knows I was 
working at their house.
DET. Marlow: Why did you ask if Bob was home?
Burke: I don’t know. I was just curious if he was going to be around, so you know...I 
could talk with him and whatnot. He’s my friend.
DET. Marlowe: If he’s your friend why didn’t you text him? Why did you text her? 
Burke: She’s the one who is handling the job. She doesn’t work. She deals with the 
renovations and the contractors. She’s a housewife.
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DET. Marlow: You sure about that? Will Bob back you up on that?
Burke: Listen, I didn't have anything to do with her death. Nothing, okay and I don’t like 
you treating me like I did.
DET. Marlow: Relax Nick. I’m going to give you a few minutes to get your head 
together. I want you to think about our conversation here. I want you to think about if 
there’s anything you’re not telling me and how that’s going to look for you if we find out. 
I’ll be back in a few.
(break)
DET. Marlow: Okay Nick, did you think about what I said?
Burke: Ya but listen, I didn’t...
DET. Marlow: Nick, be quiet for a minute. I'm going to explain something to you. You 
wouldn’t be here if we didn’t know you were guilty. We’re not here to talk about that, 
you know why? We have a mountain of evidence against you, more than enough to put 
you away. So we’re not here to talk about whether or not you’re guilty, we’re here to talk 
about why you did what you did. There are two sides to every story and I want to hear 
your side. If I’m going to help you out, I need to hear your side. Understand?
Burke: This is a mistake. I didn’t do anything.
DET. Marlow: Okay, I’m going to leave the room for a minute and give you one more 
chance. I want you to sit in here and think about what I said. I’m your friend Nick, but 
you need to help me help you. When I come back I hope you have your priorities in 
order.
(break)
DET. Sgt. Exley: Nicholas Robert Burke.
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Burke: Yes. Who are you?
DET. Sgt Exley: I’m Detective Sergeant James Exley. I’m Marlow’s boss. And I’m not 
buying any of this shit you’re selling.
Burke: Excuse me? Where, where, is DET.. Marlowe?
DET. Sgt Exley: Don’t worry about it. You’re talking to me.
Burke: I want...
DET. Sgt Exley: Shut your mouth. Don’t interrupt me. Listen, you’re good for this 
murder, okay? You know it, I know it. I’ll lay it out for you. You were plowing Samantha 
Fitzpatrick. Lisa found out about it. She was going to kick you out of the house, cut you 
off. She was going to tell Bob. So you killed her. You had motive, you had opportunity, 
you had means.
Burke: Listen...
DET. Sgt Exley: No you listen. I’m not here to baby you. I’m not here to play “let’s 
make a deal.” I’m here to tell you the way it is. And here’s how it is. We are going to 
bury you under a mountain of charges, starting with first-degree murder. Hell, we might 
even make some stuff up. We are going to bury you so deep with charges that you’ll be 
begging us for a deal, you’ll be begging to tell your side of the story. We are going to 
drag you through the mud. You will wish you were dead. You’re going to spend the rest 
of your life in prison unless you start playing ball, understand? And you know what Nick, 
when you go to prison you’re going to get it in the ass every day for the rest of your life. 
You’re going to the booty house Nick and you’re never getting out. I know some people 
in there who owe me a favor. They’re going to beat the piss out of you. I know some 
guards too. I’ll make sure they look the other way.
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Burke: I want....
DET. Sgt Exley: Shut up. I’ve laid it all out for you and that’s the honest to God truth. 
You think about that.
(break)
DET. Marlow: Sorry to keep you waiting.
Burke: What the hell is going on?
DET. Marlow: Sergeant Exley? He’s my boss. Don’t worry too much about him. He 
gets a little fired up. He’s convinced you’re a piece of garbage. I told him you’re a good 
man and that we need to give you a chance to tell your side of the story. I’m with you on 
this.
Burke: I didn’t...
DET. Marlow: As I was saying, I know you’re a good guy. I can tell. I see a lot of bad 
people who do bad things. And they do those bad things because they’re evil people and 
they make evil choices. But here, you’re a good guy who was put in a bad position. And 
you messed up, okay. You messed up. No one is perfect.
Burke: I’m done talking. I want my lawyer.
DET. Marlow: Okay Nick, you can have your lawyer, but let me finish. You’re a good 
person who was in a bad spot and you made a mistake. To be honest with you, a lot of 
people would have done the same thing in your situation. We’ve interviewed Lisa’s 
friends and we know that she had a difficult personality. To be frank, okay, we know she 
was a bitch. Sometimes women will push you over the edge and you just snap. It’s 
happened to everyone. It’s happened to me. There have been many times I’ve wanted to
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put my wife in her place like you did with Lisa. I’ve had to walk myself back from the 
edge more times than I can count.
Burke: I would like to see a lawyer.
DET. Marlow: Okay, I said you’ll get your lawyer. But let me tell you, once lawyers get 
involved then, I no longer have the power to help you. It’s over. And here today, right 
now, you have a chance to tell your side of the story. You have a chance to set the record 
straight. This is your moment to help us understand. Let me ask you a question. Do you 
drink? Have you ever blacked out? I think that maybe you were drunk and you don’t 
remember this happening. Is that what happened? That would mean that you weren’t 
really responsible for killing her you know, you were lacking intent.
Burke: I didn’t kill Lisa.
DET. Marlow: Okay, now I want you to listen to me, okay. Just listen. This is, this is 
your time to set the record straight, be a man, and own up to your mistake. And I can tell 
you this, if you play ball here, if you tell us what really happened, things will go a lot 
better for you. I will tell the judge you cooperated and that will look good for you when 
things are all said and done. Do you understand what I’m saying here? Can you read 
between the lines?
Burke: Let me start from the beginning. I am not a bad person. I did not kill Lisa and I 
don’t know...
DET. Marlow: Nick, if you come clean now. I can guarantee the judge will go easy on 
you, give you a reduced sentence. This is a good deal man, think about it. Don’t throw 
your life away here. And here’s something else to think about. When I was out of the 
room I talked to the forensic guys and they had some interesting things to show me. They
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found your DNA on Lisa’s body and they found your hair at the cnme scene, at the 
bottom of the stairs. She had your hair in her hand. Now, that is conclusive, hard 
scientific evidence of your guilt. I’m going to step out for a few minutes and 1 want you
to think about that. I’m giving you one last shot here.
(break)
DET. Marlowe: Well Nick, this is it. What’s it going to be?
Burke: This is the last time I’m saying this. I did not kill Lisa. I did not kill her. If I m 
not under arrest, I want to leave and I want to see a lawyer.
DET. Marlowe: Okay Nick, have it your way. You’re free to go but don’t leave town 
understand? We’ll be seeing you soon. You know your way out?
Burke: Yes.
Alternative Ending
DET. Marlowe: Well Nick, this is it. What’s it going to be? 
Burke: I .. .1 (sobbing), I killed Lisa.
DET. Marlow: Say that again? I couldn’t understand you.
Burke: I killed Lisa.
DET. Marlow: What happened?
Burke: It’s like you said. I was seeing Sam and, and Lisa found out about it. She was 
going to kick me out and take everything. She was going to tell Bob. And (inaudible) 
DET. Marlow: What did you say? I couldn’t hear you.
Burke: We argued, we fought, I didn’t mean for it to happen. We were yelling and she 
pushed me and I pushed her. She fell down the stairs. I went to help her but she was gone. 
I never meant for this to happen.. I never meant to hurt her. I m so sorry.
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DET. Marlow: Okay Nick. I’m going to step out for a few minutes and talk to Sergeant 
Exley. I’ll be right back. You did the right thing by telling us now. Okay, I’ll be back.
Hit and Run Scenario- Confession and No Confession
DET. Rossi: I’m sorry to keep you waiting. I’m Detective Bill Rossi. You are John R. 
Fowler?
Fowler: Yes. I’ve been waiting here for half an hour.
DET. Rossi: I know. I’m sorry about that.
Fowler: Am I under arrest?
DET. Rossi: No, I just want to get things cleared up about the incident involving.. .the 
hit and run incident involving Claire McKay.
Fowler: Can I leave?
DET. Rossi: No not yet. I have a few questions first. Please state address, age, and 
occupation.
Fowler: 19 Cherry Lane, Apartment 2B, Chicago, Illinois 60018. I m 25 years old. I am
a heating and cooling contractor.
DET. Rossi: So what is that? What exactly do you do?
Fowler: I install furnaces, boilers, air conditioning systems, stuff like that.
DET. Rossi: Okay. So even though you’re not under arrest I need to inform you of your 
rights, okay? This is just a formality.
Fowler: Okay.
DET. Rossi: Okay. You have the right to remain silent. Anything you say can and will 
used against you in a court of law. You have the right to an attorney. If you cannot afford 
one, one will be appointed to you. Do you understand these rights?
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Fowler: Yeah.
DET. Rossi: Okay, sign here indicating you understand your rights. Thank you. So like I 
said, I have just a few questions about the hit and run of Claire McKay. You heard about
it, right?
Fowler: Yes. I live right by where the accident was, and it was on the local news.
DET. Rossi: Okay, so you know the injury, the accident occurred three nights ago, on 
Monday, November 19. Tell me what you were doing the night of the accident, between
10 and 10:30 pm.
Fowler: I was at Cha-chi’s.
DET. Rossi: Cha-chi’s? Okay. What were you doing there? Who were you there with?
Fowler: I was there with my buddy Jeremy.
DET. Rossi: What’s Jeremy’s last name?
Fowler: Bohler.
DET. Rossi: Can you spell that?
Fowler: Ah, B-O-H-L-E-R.
DET. Rossi: Okay, and what were guys doing there? I mean, were you eating and
drinking? What was the occasion?
Fowler: We were watching the Monday night game.
DET. Rossi: The Bears at San Francisco....that was a great game.
Fowler: It was.
DET. Rossi: Okay, what time did you leave the bar?
Fowler: We stayed until the end of the game, so probably it was, like 11:30 or so.
DET. Rossi: Or so...? But you stayed until the end of the game...?
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Fowler: Yes.
DET. Rossi: How much did you have to drink that night? What time did you get to the 
bar?
Fowler: We got there for kick-off. It was about 9:00pm.
DET. Rossi: How much did you drink while you were there, between 9:00pm and 11:30? 
Fowler: Well Jeremy had more than I did, I had...
DET. Rossi: How much did you have?
Fowler: I had three beers the whole night. I have to be careful. I have a DUI charge from 
way back. You probably know that.
DET. Rossi: I do know that actually.
Fowler: That was 10 years ago. I cleaned myself up since then.
DET. Rossi: You’re right, that was a long time ago. I’ll give you that.
Fowler: Am I a suspect here? I really don’t like where this is going.
DET. Rossi: No, you’re not a suspect. You’re a person of interest. There are many 
persons of interest in these types of investigations. That just means I’m interested in what 
you have to say. After all, you live right by the scene. Maybe you saw something. Your 
interview here is routine, okay. We just want to rule you out as a suspect and see if you 
have any information that can help us. Ms. McKay, as you know, was seriously injured.
Fowler: Okay.
DET. Rossi: Okay, so you said you didn’t see anything the night of the accident?
Fowler: No.
DET. Rossi: You knew nothing about until you saw it on the news?
Fowler: No.
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DET. Rossi: And you were at the bar between 10:00 and 10:30?
Fowler: Yes.
Det. Rossi: Okay, I have one more question I have to ask. It’s routine. Did you hit Ms. 
McKay with your car that night, the night of Monday November 19th?
Fowler: No I did not. I had nothing to do with that accident.
DET. Rossi: Okay, so are we going to find anything that implicates you? Is there 
anything, anything at all you’re not telling me? Now is the time to tell me.
Fowler: No.
DET. Rossi: Okay, we’re going to take a break now. I can see that you’re upset.
Fowler: Where’s the bathroom? Can I use the bathroom?
DET. Rossi: Of course. Detective Walker will show you where it is.
(break)
DET. Rossi: Okay, John. Is there anything you’d like to say?
Fowler: Like what? I already told you everything. I had nothing to do with the hit and 
run of Claire McKay. I told you everything. I didn’t see anything and I had nothing to
do with it.
DET. Rossi: The reason I ask is because Det. Moore just got back from Cha-chi’s and we 
pulled your bar tab, your bar receipt. Your total was $115.67. That’s a lot of beer.
Fowler: Well first off, I paid for my buddy too and he had more to drink than me.
Second, the tab includes food.
DET. Rossi: Well still, that’s not looking good for you right. That’s a cheap bar menu 
down there and a cheap drink special for Monday Night Football. That s a lot of beer my 
friend. Now, how do you explain that? What do you have to say about that?
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Fowler: I already explained it. It included food and Jeremy’s drinks. He drank more than 
I did. It’s not hard to run up a $100 tab on a football game.
DET. Rossi: I’m sure it’s not.
Fowler: That’s not what I mean. Listen, I had nothing to do with the hit and run of 
Claire McKay. Nothing at all. And I don’t like you treating me like I did.
DET. Rossi: Well, listen, you have to understand why I’m questioning you. There is the 
bar tab, we already talked about that. But also, the bar tab is time stamped, and you paid 
the tab at 10:06pm. Now usually people pay their tab when they’re getting ready to leave. 
Also, and the reason we originally called you in.. .we got a description of the car from a 
witness, and it was an early model black Ford SUV. Now what we did was, we pulled all 
the DMV records of people living in the area, and there you are, a dark early model Ford 
SUV, and you have a previous DUI conviction.
Fowler: That was 10 years ago, okay. Ten years ago. Second, I paid the bar tab early 
before we left, because we were done drinking and I didn’t want to wait until the end of 
the game when everyone else pays. It’s annoying. You have to stand there and wait. That 
proves I was sober when I left. We stopped drinking around halftime. Not everyone gets 
hammered at Monday Night Football games. This is a misunderstanding. Do you know 
how many Ford SUV’s are in Chicago. It must be in the thousands.
DET. Rossi: Relax, John. I’m going to give you a few minutes to yourself. I want you to 
think about our conversation here. I want you to think about if there’s anything you’re not 
telling me and how bad it’s going to look if we find out. I 11 be back in a few.
(break)
DET. Rossi: Okay John, did you think about what I said?
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Fowler: Ya but listen, I didn’t...
DET. Rossi: John, be quiet for a minute. I'm going to explain something to you. You 
wouldn’t be here if we didn’t know you were guilty. We’re not here to talk about that, 
you know why? We have a mountain of evidence against you, more than enough to put 
you away. So we’re not here to talk about whether or not you’re guilty, we’re here to talk 
about why you did what you did. There are two sides to every story and I want to hear 
your side. If I’m going to help you out I need to hear your side. Understand?
Fowler: This is a mistake. I didn’t do anything.
DET. Rossi: Okay, I’m going to leave the room for a minute and give you one more 
chance. I want you to sit in here and think about what I said. I’m your friend John, but 
you need to help me help you. When I come back I hope you have your priorities in 
order.
(break)
DET. Sgt. Moore: John Ronald Fowler.
Fowler: Yeah. You are?
DET. Sgt. Moore: I’m Detective Sergeant Justin Moore. I’m Rossi’s boss. And I don’t 
buy any of the shit you’re selling.
Fowler: Where did Detective Rossi go?
DET. Sgt. Moore: It doesn’t matter. You’re speaking to me now.
Fowler: I want...
DET. Sgt. Moore: Just shut your mouth and don’t interrupt me. Listen, you’re good for 
this hit-and-run, okay? You know it and I know it. Let me lay it out for you. You were 
driving home from Cha-chi’s, you’d been drinking and hit Ms. McKay while she was
HOW PEOPLE THINK ABOUT INTERROGATIONS 58
crossing the street because you didn’t see her. Instead of manning up, you took the 
cowardly way out and just drove away.
Fowler: Listen...
DET. Sgt. Moore: No, you listen. I’m not here to baby you. I’m here to tell you the 
way it is. And here’s how it is. We are going to bury you under a mountain of charges. 
Hell, we might even make some stuff up for the fun of it. We are going to bury you so 
deep with charges that you’ll be begging us for a deal, you’ll be begging to tell your side 
of the story. We are going to drag you through the mud. You will wish you were dead. 
You’re going to spend the rest of your life in prison unless you start talking, do you 
understand? And you know what? Ms. McKay is near death. They don’t think she’s 
going to make it. And if she dies, which she probably will, this whole thing will turn into
a murder case.
Fowler: I...
Det. Sgt. Moore When you go to prison you’re going to get it in the ass every day for the 
rest of your life. You’re going to the booty house and you’re never getting out. You know 
what the booty house is? I know some people in there who owe me a favor. They re 
going to beat the piss out of you. I know some guards too. I’ll make sure they look the
other way.
Fowler: I want...
DET. Sgt. Moore: Shut up. I’ve laid it all out for you and that’s the honest to God truth. 
Think about it.
(break)
DET. Rossi: Sorry to keep you waiting.
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Fowler: What the hell is going on?
DET. Rossi: Oh, Sergeant Moore? He’s my boss. Sorry about that. He gets 
overzealous at times. He’s convinced you’re a piece of trash. Ah, his words were 
“human garbage” actually. I told him that you’re a good guy and that we need to let you 
tell your side of the story. I’m with you on this.
Fowler: But I didn’t...
DET. Rossi: As I was saying, I know you’re a good guy. I can tell. I see a lot of bad 
people who do bad things. And they do those bad things because they’re evil people who 
make evil choices. But here, you’re a good guy who was put in an unfortunate situation. 
You messed up, okay? You messed up. No one is perfect.
Fowler: I ’m through talking. I want my attorney.
DET. Rossi: Okay, you can have your lawyer, but let me finish. You’re a good person 
who was put in an unfortunate situation. To be honest with you, a lot of people would 
have done the same thing in your situation. We looked into Ms. McKay’s situation that 
night. She was at a bar too, O’Neils, and by all accounts she was drunk, drunker than you 
probably. We think she didn’t even look when she crossed the street. There have been 
many times I’ve almost hit people crossing the street because they weren’t paying 
attention. And I gotta tell you, there have been more than a few occasions I got behind 
the wheel when I shouldn’t have. Everyone has done it at some time or another. You just 
got unlucky, you hit a drunk girl who wasn’t paying attention. You could even say she 
was at fault there. We just want to know what happened.
Fowler: Can I see my lawyer?
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DET. Rossi: You’ll get your lawyer. Let me just tell you that once lawyers are involved,
I don’t have the power to help you. Right here and right now you have a chance to tell 
your side of the story. You have a chance to set the record straight. This is your moment 
to help us understand. Let me ask you a question. Do you drink a lot? Have you ever 
blacked out? I think maybe you were drunk and don’t remember this happening. Is that 
what happened? That would mean you didn t even see Claire and weren t able to hit the 
brakes in time. You really didn’t know what was going on so you wouldn’t have stopped 
to help her. It means you were lacking intent and didn’t mean to leave the scene.
Fowler: I didn’t hit anyone with my car.
DET. Rossi: Okay, now I want you to listen to me, okay? Just listen. This is your time to 
set the record straight, be a man, and own up to your mistake. And I can tell you this, if 
you play ball here, if you tell us what really happened, things will go a lot better for you.
I will tell the judge you cooperated and that will look good for you when things are all 
said and done. Do you understand what I’m saying here? Can you read between the lines? 
Fowler: Let me start from the beginning. I’m not a bad person and I didn’t hit Ms. 
McKay with my car. I don’t know...
DET. Rossi: John, if you come clean now, I can guarantee the judge will go easy on 
you, give you a reduced sentence. This is a good deal, man. Think about it. Don t throw 
your life away here. Here’s something else to think about. We interviewed the bartender 
at Cha-chi’s and she has agreed to testify that you were shit-faced and that she had to cut 
you off that night.
Fowler: But that’s not true! That’s not true! I’m telling you that’s not true.
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DET. Rossi: Do you know how many times I’ve heard that? I’m going to leave you alone 
for a few minutes and give you one last chance to tell me what really happened. This is 
your last chance.
(break)
DET. Rossi: John, this is it. What’s it going to be?
Fowler: This is the last time I’m saying this. I did not hit Ms. McKay with my car and 
leave the scene. I didn’t do it. If I’m not under arrest I’d like to leave and see a lawyer. 
DET. Rossi: Fine, okay John, have it your way. You’re free to go, but don’t leave town, 
understand? We’ll be seeing you soon. You can count on it. Do you know your way out? 
Fowler: Yeah.
Alternative Ending
DET. Rossi: John, this is it. What’s it going to be?
Fowler: I.. .1 (sobbing), I hit her.
DET. Rossi: Say that again? I couldn’t understand you.
Fowler: I hit her. I hit Ms. McKay with my car.
DET. Rossi: Okay. What happened?
Fowler: It’s like you said. I was drinking at the bar with my friend and I was on the way 
home. I swear I wasn’t drunk. But she just ran out in front of me and I hit her. Just like
you said.
DET. Rossi: Okay. Why did you flee the scene?
Fowler: I don’t know. Urn, I didn’t want to get in trouble. I’m so sorry. I never meant to
hurt her.
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DET. Rossi: Okay John. I’m going to step out for a few minutes and talk to Sergeant 
Moore and get you something to write on. I’ll be right back. You did the right thing by 
telling us now. Okay, I’ll be back.
Sexual Assault- Confession and No Confession
DET. Dubois: I’m Detective Dubois. You’re John R. Hartley?
Hartley: Yeah. I ’ve been waiting here for half an hour.
DET. Dubois: I know. I’m sorry about that.
Hartley: Am I under arrest?
DET. Dubois: No. I just want to talk to you to get some things cleared up about the 
incident involving, the ah, attempted rape of Ms. Daniela Carbone. She uh, she is in bad 
shape and can’t talk to us right now, which is why we really appreciate you coming down 
here.
Hartley: Can I leave?
DET. Dubois: No not yet. I have just a few questions for you first. Please state your 
address, age, and occupation.
Hartley: 1 1 2 2  Northern Ave, Apt 4B, Chicago, Illinois 60018. I’m 26 years old. I’m a 
heating a cooling contractor.
DET. Dubois: What is that exactly? What do you do?
Hartley: I install heating and cooling systems, air conditioning systems, boilers, stuff like 
that.
DET. Dubois: Okay. So even though you’re not under arrest I need to inform you of 
your rights, okay? This is just a formality.
Hartley: Okay.
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DET. Dubois: You have the right to remain silent. Anything you say can and will be 
used against you in a court of law. You have the right to an attorney. If you cannot afford 
one, one will be appointed to you. Do you understand these rights?
Hartley: Yes.
DET. Dubois: Okay, sign here indicating you understand your rights. Thank you. So like 
I said, we just have a few questions about Daniela Carbone. I understand that she has 
been your neighbor for two years?
Hartley: Yes.
DET. Dubois: We are interviewing all of her neighbors since the attack happened in the 
apartment building’s parking lot. Tell me how you know Ms. Carbone. How well do you
know her?
Hartley: I know her from the building. I don’t know her very well.
DET. Dubois: Well, have you ever talked to her?
Hartley: Sure, you know, chitchat while we’re getting the mail or waiting for the 
elevator. I’ve seen her a couple of times in the laundry room. It’s a big building. I bump 
into a lot of the neighbors you know, people in the building.
DET. Dubois: How often did you bump into her?
Hartley: Oh maybe once a week or so, sometimes more, sometimes less.
DET Dubois: Did you see anything the night of the attack? Ah, that would be two days 
ago, Monday November 9? Maybe, you know, any suspicious characters, unfamiliar 
people hanging around the building, anything like that?
Hartley: No I didn’t see anything. Didn’t see anything suspicious or anything like that. 
DET Dubois: Okay, were you romantically involved with Ms. Carbone?
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Hartley: No. Like I said I just knew her from the building. That’s it.
DET. Dubois: Okay, well did you have any romantic attraction to Mr. Carbone?
Hartley: What?
DET. Dubois: Were you attracted to Ms. Carbone?
Hartley: What do you mean?
DET. Dubois: Did you find her attractive? I don’t know any other way to put it.
Hartley: No. There is no romantic attraction. Sure, she is a good-looking girl. That s 
obvious to everyone, you know, everyone who’s seen her. But no, no romantic attraction.
DET. Dubois: Okay.
Hartley: Am I a suspect? I don’t like where this is going.
DET. Dubois: No, you’re not a suspect. You’re a person of interest. In these types of 
investigations there are a lot of persons of interest. That simply means I’m interested in 
what you have to say. After all, you’re Daniela’s neighbor and the attack happened in the 
parking lot of the building. So, your interview here today is routine.
Hartley: Okay.
DET. Dubois: So you said you didn’t know Ms. Carbone well and that you ah, there was 
no romantic attraction.
Hartley: That’s right.
DET. Dubois: Okay, the reason I ask is because we interviewed her roommate, Ms. Nina 
Grombough, that’s Ms. Carbone’s roommate. Do you know her?
Hartley: I knew they were roommates. But I don’t know her. I know who she is.
DET. Dubois: Okay, so we talked to her and we asked her the same questions, you know, 
did you see anything suspicious or can you think of anyone that may want to hurt Ms.
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Carbone, or you know, we asked her if there was anyone in the building that had their eye 
on her.
Hartley: Are you suggesting I had my eye on her?
DET. Dubois: Well the roommate, Nina, she said that Ms. Carbone told her that you had 
asked her out, you know, on a date.. .that you had asked her out twice, Ms. Carbone. Is 
that true?
Hartley. Well yes but that was a long time ago, like last year.
DET. Dubois: But you said there was no romantic attraction with Ms. Carbone.
Hartley: There’s not, not anymore. I’ve had a girlfriend for the last 6 months.
DET. Dubois: Alright. I have another question for you. I have to ask it, you understand 
it’s routine. Did you attack Mr. Carbone?
Hartley: No. Absolutely not. I had nothing to do with it.
DET. Dubois: Do you know who did?
Hartley: No.
DET. Dubois: Do you know why someone would want to harm Daniela?
Hartley: No.
DET. Dubois: Where were you during the time of the attack? Ah, Monday night at 
approximately 8:00pm?
Hartley: I was at home, in my apartment, watching TV.
DET. Dubois: What were you watching?
Hartley: I was watching the football game. The Monday night game.
DET. Dubois: Okay, so you know nothing about it. Are we going to find anything that
implicates you? Now is the time to tell me.
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Hartley: No.
DET. Dubois: Okay, we’re going to take a break. I can see you’re upset.
Hartley: Where is the bathroom? Can I use the bathroom?
DET. Dubois: Of course. Detective Brown will show you where it is.
(break)
DET. Dubois: Okay, John. Is there anything you’d like to say?
Hartley: No. I’ve already told you everything. I had nothing to do with Daniela s
attack.
DET. Dubois: Well the reason I ask is because we interviewed another one of your 
neighbors, uh, Mr. Daniel Brazinsky. Do you know him?
Hartley: I know who he is.
DET. Dubois: He told us that he saw you leave your apartment around 8:00 pm. He said 
that when he got out of the elevator, you were waiting and you took it downstairs.. .the
elevator.
Hartley: That’s true. I went to get the mail.
DET. Dubois: Get the mail? At 8:00 at night?
Hartley: I forgot to get it when I came home from work. I went down to get it. That 
happens all the time.
DET. Dubois: That’s odd, and Mr. Brazinsky said he didn’t see you come back. 
Hartley: Well he probably wasn’t looking for me. Why would he? He was probably in
his apartment.
DET. Dubois: Still it’s odd, and it’s odd that when I asked you where you were at 8pm 
you said you were in your apartment watching TV.
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Hartley: I was. I just ran downstairs during a commercial to get the mail.
DET. Dubois: And, Brazinsky said you were wearing a black hoodie.
Hartley: I probably was. So what? Do you know how many people wear hoodies. I wear
one all the time.
DET. Dubois: Ms. Carbone, before she was sedated, she gave a statement. She said her 
attacker was wearing a dark colored hoodie.
Hartley: That is a coincidence. I’m telling you, everyone wears a hoodie these days. 
Wearing a hoodie does not make you a criminal. I had nothing to do with her attack. I 
was home, I went down to get the mail and I came back up to my apartment. That’s it. 
There must be 200, maybe 300 people living in this building. I had nothing to do with the 
rape and I don’t like you treating me like I did.
DET. Dubois: Relax John. I’m going to give you a few minutes to get your head 
together. I want you to think about our conversation here. I want you to think about if 
there’s anything you’re not telling me and how that’s going to look for you if we find out.
I’ll be back in a few.
(break)
DET. Dubois: Okay John, did you think about what I said?
Hartley: Ya but listen, I didn’t...
DET. Dubois: John, be quiet for a minute. I’m going to explain something to you. You 
wouldn’t be here if we didn’t know you were guilty. We’re not here to talk about that, 
you know why? We have a mountain of evidence against you, more than enough to put 
you away. So we’re not here to talk about whether or not you’re guilty, we’re here to talk
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about why you did what you did. There are two sides to every story and I want to hear 
your side. If I’m going to help you out I need to hear your side. Understand?
Hartley: This is a mistake. I didn’t do anything.
DET. Dubois: Okay, I’m going to leave the room for a minute and give you one more 
chance. I want you to sit in here and think about what I said. I’m your friend John, but 
you need to help me help you. When I come back I hope you have your priorities in
order.
(break)
DET. Sgt. Anderson: John Robert Hartley.
Hartley: Yeah. Who are you?
DET. Sgt. Anderson: I’m Detective-Sergeant Allen Anderson. I’m Dubois’ boss. And 
I’m not buying any of the bullshit that you’re selling.
Hartley: Excuse me? Where is Detective Dubois?
DET. Sgt. Anderson: Don’t worry about it. You’re talking to me.
Hartley: I want...
Det. Sgt. Anderson: Shut your mouth. Don’t interrupt me. Listen, you’re good for this 
attack, this assault okay? I’ll lay it out for you. You liked Daniela and she didn’t like 
you back. This is a classic case. I’ve seen it a hundred times. She didn’t like your 
advances and that pissed you off, so you tried to rape her. She struggled and you beat her. 
This whole case is that simple. I’m telling you I’ve seen it a million times. It’s called an 
anger-rape. You had motive, you had opportunity, you had means. And we have looked 
into your background. We know you have an assault charge. We call that a history of
violence.
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Hartley: That was over five years ago. Listen...
DET. Sgt. Anderson: No, you listen. I’m not here to baby you. I’m not here to play 
“let’s make a deal.” I’m here to tell you the way it is. And here’s how it is. We are going 
to bury you under a mountain of charges. Hell, we might even make some stuff up. We 
are going to bury you so deep with charges that you’ll be begging us for a deal, you’ll be 
begging to tell your side of the story. We are going to drag you through the mud. You 
will wish you were dead. You’re going to spend a long time in prison unless you start 
playing ball, understand? And you know what, when you go to prison you’re going to get 
it in the ass every day. You’ll know how Daniela felt. You’re going to the booty house, 
John. I know some people in there who owe me a favor. They’re going to beat the piss 
out of you. I know some guards too. I’ll make sure they look the other way.
Hartley: I want...
DET. Sgt. Anderson: Shut up. I’ve laid it all out for you and that’s the honest to God 
truth. You think about that.
(break)
DET. Dubois: Sorry to keep you waiting.
Hartley: What the hell is going on?
DET. Dubois: Oh, Sergeant Anderson? He’s my boss. Don’t worry about him too 
much. He gets a little fired up. He’s convinced that you’re a piece of garbage. His 
words were “human garbage” actually. Relax, I told him you’re a good guy and that we 
need to give you a chance to tell your side of the story. I’m with you on this.
Hartley: But I didn’t...
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DET. Dubois: As I was saying, I know you’re a good guy. I can tell. I see a lot of bad 
people who do bad things. And they do those bad things because they’re evil people and 
they make evil choices. But here, you’re a good guy who messed up, okay. You messed 
up. No one is perfect. Not a huge deal.
Hartley: I want my lawyer.
DET. Dubois: Okay, John, you can have your lawyer, but let me finish. You’re a good 
person who was in a bad spot and you made a mistake. To be honest with you, I know a 
lot of guys would have done the same thing in your situation. We’ve interviewed a 
number of people who know Daniela and we know she was quite promiscuous and has a 
reputation as being a flirt. Some women, you know, like to push buttons. We know 
Daniela was one of those women. And let me tell you, I see women downtown, you 
know, and the way they dress.. .some of them are asking for it.. .okay, and between you 
and me. I’ve thought about it. I think all men have.
Hartley: I would like to see a lawyer.
DET. Dubois: Okay, I said you’ll get your lawyer. But let me tell you, once lawyers get 
involved then I no longer have the power to help you. It s over. And here today, right 
now, you have a chance to tell your side of the story. You have a chance to set the record 
straight. This is your moment to help us understand. Let me ask you a question. Do you 
drink? Have you ever blacked out? I think that maybe you were drunk and you don’t 
remember this happening. I think you couldn’t control your urges. That means you really 
weren’t responsible for trying to rape her; you were lacking intent.
Hartley: I didn’t try to rape Daniela.
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DET. Dubois: Okay, now I want you to listen to me, okay. Just listen. This is your time 
to set the record straight, be a man, and own up to your mistake. And I can tell you this, if 
you play ball here, if you tell us what really happened, things will go a lot better for you.
I will tell the judge you cooperated and that will look good for you when things are all 
said and done. Do you understand what I’m saying here? Can you read between the lines? 
Hartley: Let me start from the beginning. I’m not a bad person and I didn’t try to rape 
Daniela. I don’t know...
DET. Dubois: John, if you come clean now, I can guarantee the judge will go easy on 
you, give you a reduced sentence. This is a good deal, man, think about it. Don’t throw 
your life away here. And here’s something else to think about. When I was out of the 
room one of our guys came back with security footage from the building. You probably 
didn’t know this but they had cameras put in the week before the attack, in the parking 
lot, because of break-ins. They didn’t tell anyone. So we got the attack on tape and they 
guy looks a lot like you. We’re going to show that to the jury. Now, that is conclusive, 
hard scientific evidence of your guilt. I’m going to step out for a few minutes and I want 
you to think about that. I’m giving you one last shot here.
(break)
DET. Dubois: John, this is it. What’s it going to be?
Hartley: This is the last time I’m saying this. I did not attack Daniela. I didn’t do it. If 
I’m not under arrest I’d like to leave and see a lawyer.
DET. Dubois: Fine, okay John, have it your way. You’re free to go, but don’t leave 
town, understand? We’ll be seeing you soon, okay? You can count on it. Do you know 
your way out?
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Hartley: Yeah.
Alternative Ending
DET. Dubois: John, this is it. What’s it going to be?
Hartley: I (sobbing), I did it.
DET Dubois: What did you say? I couldn’t hear you.
Hartley: I did it...I attacked her.
DET Dubois: What happened?
Hartley: It, it’s like you said, I asked her out a few times. She said no. She was a bitch 
about it. So, I, yeah, I did it. I attacked her.
DET. Dubois: Okay John, you did the right thing by coming clean. I’ll be right back. 
I’m going to get you something to write on.
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Appendix B- Dependent Measures 
Scenario 1 Dependent Measures
1. Implied Leniency: With this technique, the police imply that if the suspect cooperates 
with the investigation and confesses to the crime, then he will be treated more leniently 
(less harsh) in return.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Marlow: This is your time to set the record straight, be a man, and own up 
to your mistake. And I can tell you this, if you play ball here, if you tell us what 
really happened, things will go a lot better for you. I will tell the judge you 
cooperated and that will look good for you when things are all said and done. Do 
you understand what I’m saying here? Can you read between the lines?
(1 - At In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(1 - B )  In general, how coercive is this technique?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
non-




(t  -C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use 
interrogation?
this technique during an
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
unethical
7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(1-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(1-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (1-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
2. Good Cop/Bad Cop: With this technique, one detective plays the role of the “good 
cop” and a different detective plays the role of the “bad cop.” This technique is designed
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to convince the suspect that the “good cop” can be trusted and is trying to help the 
suspect and makes what the good cop is offering more attractive.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt. Exley: I’m here to tell you the way it is. And here’s how it is. We are 
going to bury you under a mountain of charges, starting with first-degree murder. 
Hell, we might even make some stuff up. We are going to bury you so deep with 
charges that you’ll be begging us for a deal, you’ll be begging to tell your side of 
the story.
DET. Marlow: Sergeant Exley? He’s my boss. Don’t worry too much about him. 
He gets a little fired up. He’s convinced you’re a piece of garbage. I told him 
you’re a good man and that we need to give you a chance to tell your side of the 
story. I’m with you on this.
f2-Ai In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(2-Ri In general, how coercive is this technique?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
non-




f2-Ci In general, how ethical is it for police to use 
interrogation?
this technique during an
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
unethical
7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(2-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(2-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (2-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
3. Unrelated charges: With this tactic, the detective threatens the suspect with criminal 
charges unrelated to the crime in question.
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Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt. Exley: We are going to bury you under a mountain of charges, 
starting with first-degree murder. Hell, we might even make some stuff up.
(3-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(3-R) In general, how coercive is this technique?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
non-




(3-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use 
interrogation?
this technique during an
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
unethical
7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(3-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(3-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (3-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Not at all completely
confident confident
4. Overstating Consequences. These are “scare tactics.” With this technique, the police 
exaggerate the consequences of not confessing, which conveys to the suspect that she will 
be treated more harshly if he/she doesn’t confess.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt Exley: We are going to bury you so deep with charges that you’ll be 
begging us for a deal, you’ll be begging to tell your side of the story. We are 
going to drag you through the mud. You will wish you were dead. You’re going 
to spend the rest of your life in prison unless you start playing ball, understand?
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(4-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?






(4-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(4-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?






(4-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
14-El How confident are you in that your answer above (4-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





5. Threatening Violence: With this technique, the detective uses threats of violence for 
the crime that the suspect is accused of. This threat of violence is used to maximize the 
consequences of the crime and "scare" the suspect into confessing.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt. Exley: And you know what Nick, when you go to prison you’re going 
to get it in the ass every day for the rest of your life. You’re going to the booty 
house Nick and you’re never getting out. I know some people in there who owe 
me a favor. They’re going to beat the piss out of you. I know some guards too. I’ll 
make sure they look the other way.
(5-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5
completely 
ineffective
6 7 8 9 10
completely
effective
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(5-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(5-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?






(5-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
iS-Kt How confident are you in that your answer above (5-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





6. False Self-Disclosure: With this technique, the detective suggests he has almost 
committed a similar crime in the past. This is a way of minimizing the seriousness of the 
crime and is designed to make it easier for the suspect to confess.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Marlow: It’s happened to everyone. It’s happened to me. There have been 
many times I’ve wanted to put my wife in her place like you did with Lisa. I’ve 
had to walk myself back from the edge more times than I can count. (This 
statement isn’t true).
(6-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(6-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?
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(6-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
completely completely
unethical ethical
(6-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(6-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (6-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
7. Explicit offer of leniency: With this technique, the detective explicitly and openly 
tells the suspect that if he confesses he will receive a lighter sentence.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Marlow: Nick, if you come clean now, I can guarantee the judge will go 
easy on you, give you a reduced sentence. This is a good deal, man, think about it.
(7-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(7-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(7-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an
interrogation?
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(7-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(7-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (7-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





8. Minimizing Mora! Consequences: The detective provides a moral justification for 
committing the crime. He is downplaying the seriousness of the crime.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Marlow: You’re a good person who was in a bad spot and you made a 
mistake. To be honest with you, a lot of people would have done the same thing in 
your situation.
(8-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
completely completely
ineffective effective
(8-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(8-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an
interrogation?





(8-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(8-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (8-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Not at all completely
confident confident
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9. Blaming the Victim: The detective suggests that that the victim is partly responsible 
for what happened. The detective is trying to make it seem like the suspect is less 
responsible for the crime.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Marlow: We’ve interviewed Lisa’s friends and we know that she had a 
difficult personality. To be frank, okay, we know she was a bitch. Sometimes 
women will push you over the edge and you just snap.
(9-At In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
Î9-B1 In general, how coercive is this technique?




7 8 9 10
completely
coercive
t9-Ct In general, how ethical is it for police to use 
interrogation?
this technique during an
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
unethical
7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(9-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(9-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (9-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
10. Questioning After a Request for Lawyer: With this technique, the detective 
continues to speak to the suspect and ask him/her questions after he/she has requested a 
lawyer.
Example from Transcript:
Burke: I would like to see a lawyer.
DET. Marlow: Okay, I said you’ll get your lawyer. But let me tell you, once 
lawyers get involved then I no longer have the power to help you. It’s over. And
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here today, right now, you have a chance to tell your side of the story. You have a 
chance to set the record straight. This is your moment to help us understand.
(10-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(TO-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?




7 8 9 10
completely
coercive
110-0 In general, how ethical is it for police to use 
interrogation?
this technique during an
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
unethical
7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(10-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(10-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (10-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
11. Presenting the Suspect with False Evidence: With this technique, the police lie to 
the suspect and tell him that they have strong evidence that he is guilty, when in fact the 
police have no such evidence.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Marlow: When I was out of the room I talked to the forensic guys and 
they had some interesting things to show me. They found your DNA on Lisa’s 
body and they found your hair at the crime scene, at the bottom of the stairs. She 
had your hair in her hand. Now, that is conclusive, hard scientific evidence of 
your guilt. (This is false; there is no such evidence)
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3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
completely
effective





3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
completely
coercive





3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(11-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(11-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (11-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Not at all completely
confident confident
12. Suggesting Memory Failure: With this technique, the police suggest that the 
suspect may not remember what happened during the crime. It provides the suspect with 
a face-saving excuse and the opportunity to claim that the crime was an accident and that 
the circumstances were beyond the suspect’s control.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Marlow: Let me ask you a question. Do you drink? Have you ever blacked 
out? I think that maybe you were drunk and you don’t remember this happening. Is that 
what happened? That would mean that you weren’t really responsible for killing her 
you know, you were lacking intent.
(12-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
completely completely
ineffective effective
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(12-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?




(12-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
completely completely
unethical ethical
(12-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
2. Legal 2. Illegal
(12-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (12-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





Scenario 2 Dependent Measures
1. Implied Leniency: With this technique, the police imply that if the suspect cooperates 
with the investigation and confesses to the crime then he/she will be treated more 
leniently (less harsh) in return.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Rossi: This is your time to set the record straight, be a man, and own up to 
your mistake. And I can tell you this, if you play ball here, if you tell us what 
really happened, things will go a lot better for you. I will tell the judge you 
cooperated and that will look good for you when things are all said and done. Do 
you understand what I’m saying here? Can you read between the lines?
(1-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
completely completely
ineffective effective
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(1-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(1-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?






(1-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
2. Legal 2. Illegal
(1-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (1-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





2. Good Cop/Bad Cop: With this technique, one detective plays the role of the “good 
cop” and a different detective plays the role of the “bad cop.” This technique is designed 
to make the suspect more receptive to what the “good cop” is offering. This technique is 
designed to convince the suspect that the “good cop” can be trusted and is trying to help 
the suspect and makes what the good cop is offering more attractive.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt. Moore: I’m here to tell you the way it is. And here’s how it is. We 
are going to bury you under a mountain of charges. Hell, we might even make 
some stuff up. We are going to bury you so deep with charges that you’ll be 
begging us for a deal, you’ll be begging to tell your side of the story.
DET. Rossi: Oh, Sergeant Moore? He’s my boss. Sorry about that. He gets 
overzealous at times. He’s convinced you’re a piece of garbage. Ah, his words 
were “human garbage” actually. I told him you’re a good man and that we need to 
give you a chance to tell your side of the story. I’m with you on this.
2-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
completely completely
ineffective effective
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(2-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(2-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5
completely 
unethical
6 7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(2-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
2. Legal 2. Illegal
(2-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (2-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
3. Unrelated charges: With this tactic, the detective threatens the suspect with criminal 
charges unrelated to the crime in question.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt. Moore: We are going to bury you under a mountain of charges, 
starting with first-degree murder. Hell, we might even make some stuff up.
(3-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(3-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







HOW PEOPLE THINK ABOUT INTERROGATIONS 86
(3-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
completely completely
unethical ethical
(3-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
2. Legal 2. Illegal
(3-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (3-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
4. Overstating Consequences: These are “scare tactics.” With this technique, the police 
exaggerate the consequences of not confessing, which conveys to the suspect that he/she 
will be treated more harshly if he/she doesn’t confess.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt. Moore: We are going to bury you so deep with charges that you’ll be 
begging us for a deal, you’ll be begging to tell your side of the story. We are 
going to drag you through the mud. You will wish you were dead. You’re going 
to spend the rest of your life in prison unless you start playing ball, understand?
(4-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?






14-ID In general, how coercive is this technique?




7 8 9 10
completely
coercive
14-0 In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
unethical
7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
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(4-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
2. Legal 2. Illegal
(4-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (4-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





5. Threatening Violence: With this technique, the detective uses threats of violence for 
the crime that the suspect is accused of. This threat of violence is used to maximize the 
consequences of the crime and "scare" the suspect into confessing.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt. Exley: When you go to prison you’re going to get it in the ass every 
day for the rest of your life. You’re going to the booty house and you’re never
getting out. You know what the booty house is. I know some people in there who 
owe me a favor. They’re going to beat the piss out of you. I know some guards too 
I’ll make sure they look the other way.
(5-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(5-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(5-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5
completely 
unethical
6 7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(5-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
2. Legal 2. Illegal
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(5-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (5-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





6. False Self-Disclosure: With this technique, the detective suggests he has almost 
committed a similar crime in the past. This is a way of minimizing the seriousness of the 
crime and is designed to make it easier for the suspect to confess.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Rossi: There have been many times I’ve almost hit people crossing the 
street because they weren’t paying attention. And I’ve gotta tell you, there have 
been more than a few occasions I got behind the wheel and shouldn’t have (This 
statement isn’t true).
(6-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(6-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(6-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5
completely 
unethical
6 7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(6-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
3. Legal 2. Illegal
(6-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (6-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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7. Explicit offer of leniency: With this technique, the detective explicitly and openly 
tells the suspect that if he confesses he will receive a lighter sentence.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Rossi: John, if you come clean now. I can guarantee the judge will go easy 
on you, give you a reduced sentence. This is a good deal, man.
(7-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(7-B1 In general, how coercive is this technique?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
non-




(7-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use 
interrogation?
this technique during an
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
unethical
7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(7-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
2. Legal 2. Illegal
(7-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (7-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Not at all completely
confident confident
8. Minimizing Moral Consequences: The detective provides a moral justification for 
committing the crime. He is downplaying the seriousness of the crime.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Rossi: You’re a good person who was in a bad spot and you made a 
mistake. To be honest with you, a lot of people would have done the same thing in 
your situation.
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(8-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(8-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(8-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5
completely 
unethical
6 7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(8-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
2. Legal 2. Illegal
(8-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (8-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
9. Blaming the Victim: The detective suggests that that the victim is partly responsible 
for what happened. The detective is trying to make it seem like the suspect is less 
responsible for the crime.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Rossi: We looked into Ms. McKay’s situation that night. She was at a bar 
too, O’Neil’s, and by all accounts she was drunk, drunker than you probably. We 
think she didn’t even look when she crossed the street.
(9-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
completely completely
ineffective effective
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(9-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(9-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?






(9-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
2. Legal 2. Illegal
(9-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (9-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





10. Questioning After a Request for Lawyer: With this technique, the detective 
continues to speak to the suspect and ask him/her questions after he/she has requested a 
lawyer.
Example from Transcript:
Fowler: I would like to see a lawyer.
DET. Rossi: You’ll get your lawyer. Let me just tell you, once lawyers get 
involved, then I don’t have the power to help you. Right here and right now you have a 
chance to tell your side of the story. You have a chance to set the record straight. This is 
your moment to help us understand.
( 10-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
H0-B1 In general, how coercive is this technique?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
non-
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(10-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
completely completely
unethical ethical
(10-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
2. Legal 2. Illegal
(10-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (10-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





11. Presenting the Suspect with False Evidence: With this technique, the police lie to 
the suspect and tell him that they have strong evidence that he is guilty, when in fact the 
police have no such evidence.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Rossi: Here’s something else to think about. We interviewed the bartender 
at Cha-chi’s and she has agreed to testify that you were shit-faced and that she 
had to cut you off that night. (This is false; there is no such evidence)
(11-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
tll-B l In general, how coercive is this technique?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
non-




(11-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5
completely 
unethical
6 7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
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(11-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(11-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (11-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
12. Suggesting Memory Failure: With this technique, the police suggest that the 
suspect may not remember what happened during the crime. It provides the suspect with 
a face-saving excuse and the opportunity to claim that the crime was an accident and that 
the circumstances were beyond the suspect’s control.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Rossi: Let me ask you a question. Do you drink a lot? Have you ever 
blacked out? I think t maybe you were drunk and you don’t remember this happening. Is 
that what happened? That would mean that you didn’t even see Claire and weren’t able to 
hit the brakes in time. You really didn’t know what was going on so you wouldn’t have 
stopped to help her. It means you were lacking intent and didn’t mean to leave the scene.
(12-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
completely 
ineffective











(12-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?






(12-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
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(12-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (12-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





Scenario 3 Dependent Measures
1. Implied Leniency: With this technique, the police imply that if the suspect cooperates 
with the investigation and confesses to the crime then he will be treated more leniently 
(less harsh) in return.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Dubois: This is your time to set the record straight, be a man, and own up 
to your mistake. And I can tell you this, if you play ball here, if you tell us what 
really happened, things will go a lot better for you. I will tell the judge you 
cooperated and that will look good for you when things are all said and done. Do 
you understand what I’m saying here? Can you read between the lines?
(1-A1 In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(1-ID In general, how coercive is this technique?




7 8 9 10
completely
coercive
(1 -0  In general, how ethical is it for police to use 
interrogation?
this technique during an
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
unethical
7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(1-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
3. Legal 2. Illegal
(1-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (1-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
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2. Good Cop/Bad Cop: With this technique, one detective plays the role of the “good 
cop” and a different detective plays the role of the “bad cop.” This technique is designed 
to convince the suspect that the “good cop” can be trusted and is trying to help the 
suspect and makes what the good cop is offering more attractive.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt Anderson: I’m here to tell you the way it is. And here’s how it is. We 
are going to bury you under a mountain of charges. Hell, we might even make 
some stuff up. We are going to bury you so deep with charges that you’ll be 
begging us for a deal, you’ll be begging to tell your side of the story.
DET. Dubois: Oh, Sergeant Anderson? He’s my boss. Don’t worry too much 
about him. He gets a little fired up. He’s convinced you’re a piece of garbage. His 
words were “human garbage” actually. Relax, I told him you’re a good man and 
that we need to give you a chance to tell your side of the story. I’m with you on 
this.
(2-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(2-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(2-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5
completely 
unethical
6 7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(2-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(2-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (2-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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3. Unrelated charges: With this tactic, the detective threatens the suspect with criminal 
charges unrelated to the crime in question.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt. Anderson: We are going to bury you under a mountain of charges, 
starting with first-degree murder. Hell, we might even make some stuff up.
(3-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(3-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?







(3-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5
completely 
unethical
6 7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(3-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(3-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (3-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





4. Overstating Consequences: These are “scare tactics.” With this technique, the police 
exaggerate the consequences of not confessing, which conveys to the suspect that she will 
be treated more harshly if he/she doesn’t confess.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt. Anderson: We are going to bury you so deep with charges that you’ll 
be begging us for a deal, you’ll be begging to tell your side of the story. We are 
going to drag you through the mud. You will wish you were dead. You’re going 
to spend the rest of your life in prison unless you start playing ball, understand?
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(4-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?















(4-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1.Legal 2. Illegal
(4-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (4-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
5. Threatening Violence: With this technique, the detective uses threats of violence for 
the crime that the suspect is accused of. This threat of violence is used to maximize the 
consequences of the crime and "scare" the suspect into confessing.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Sgt. Anderson: And you know what Nick, when you go to prison you’re 
going to get it in the ass every day for the rest of your life. You’re going to the 
booty house Nick and you’re never getting out. I know some people in there who 
owe me a favor. They’re going to beat the piss out of you. I know some guards 
too. I’ll make sure they look the other way.
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(5-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?




(5 -0  In general, how ethical is it for police to 
interrogation?
use this technique during an
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
completely completely
unethical ethical
(5-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(5-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (5-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





6. False Self-Disclosure: With this technique, the detective suggests he has almost 
committed a similar crime in the past. This is a way of minimizing the seriousness of the 
crime and is designed to make it easier for the suspect to confess.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Dubois: And let me tell you, I see women downtown, you know, and they 
way they dress.. .some of them are asking for it.. .okay, and between you and me. 
Eve thought about it. I think all men have. (This statement isn’t true)
(6-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(6-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?
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(6-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
completely completely
unethical ethical
(6-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(6-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (6-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





7. Explicit offer of leniency: With this technique, the detective explicitly and openly 
tells the suspect that if he confesses he will receive a lighter sentence.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Dubois: John, if you come clean now. I can guarantee the judge will go 
easy on you, give you a reduced sentence. This is a good deal, man, think about it.
(7-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(7-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?




7 8 9 10
completely
coercive
I7-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use 
interrogation?
this technique during an
1 2 3 4 5 6 
completely 
unethical
7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
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(7-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(7-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (7-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Not at all completely
confident confident
8. Minimizing Moral Consequences: The detective provides a moral justification for 
committing the crime. He is downplaying the seriousness of the crime.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Dubois: You’re a good person who was in a bad spot and you made a 
mistake. To be honest with you, I know a lot of guys would have done the same 
thing in your situation.
(8-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
completely completely
ineffective effective
(8-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?




(8-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5
completely 
unethical
6 7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(8-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(8-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (8-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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9. Blaming the Victim: The detective suggests that that the victim is partly responsible 
for what happened. The detective is trying to make it seem like the suspect is less 
responsible for the crime.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Dubois: We’ve interviewed a number of people who know Daniela and we 
know she was quite promiscuous and has a reputation as being a flirt. Some 
women, you know, like to push buttons. We know Daniela was one of those 
women.
(9-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(9-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?















(9-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
3. Legal 2. Illegal
(9-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (9-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





10. Questioning After a Request for Lawyer: With this technique, the detective 
continues to speak to the suspect and ask him/her questions after he/she has requested a 
lawyer.
Example from Transcript:
Hartley: I would like to see a lawyer.
DET. Dubois: Okay, I said you’ll get your lawyer. But let me tell you, once 
lawyers get involved, then I no longer have the power to help you. It’s over. And
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here today, right now, you have a chance to tell your side of the story. You have a 
chance to set the record straight. This is your moment to help us understand.
(10-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(10-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?




7 8 9 10
completely
coercive
(10-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5
completely 
unethical
6 7 8 9 10
completely
ethical
(10-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(10-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (10-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9





11. Presenting the Suspect with False Evidence: With this technique, the police lie to 
the suspect and tell him that they have strong evidence that he is guilty, when in fact the 
police have no such evidence.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Dubois: And here’s something else to think about. When I was out of the 
room one of our guys came back with security footage from the building. You 
probably didn’t know this but they had cameras put in the week before the attack, 
in the parking lot, because of break-ins. They didn’t tell anyone. So we got the 
attack on tape and the guy looks a lot like you. We’re going to show that to the 
jury. Now, that is conclusive, hard scientific evidence of your guilt. (This is 
false; there is no such evidence)
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(11-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
1 2 3 4 5 6
completely 
ineffective
7 8 9 10
completely
effective
(11-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?




7 8 9 10
completely
coercive
(11-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
completely completely
unethical ethical
(11-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(11-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (11-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all completely
confident confident
12. Suggesting Memory Failure: With this technique, the police suggest that the 
suspect may not remember what happened during the crime. It provides the suspect with 
a face-saving excuse and the opportunity to claim that the crime was an accident and that 
the circumstances were beyond the suspect’s control.
Example from Transcript:
DET. Dubois: Do you drink? Have you ever blacked out? I think that maybe you 
were drunk and you don’t remember this happening. I think you couldn’t control 
your urges. That means you really weren’t responsible for trying to rape her; you 
were lacking intent.
(12-A) In general, how effective is this technique in getting a suspect to confess?
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(12-B) In general, how coercive is this technique?




(I2-C) In general, how ethical is it for police to use this technique during an
interrogation?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
completely completely
unethical ethical
(12-D) Based on your knowledge, is it legal for police to use this technique during an 
interrogation? (circle one)
1. Legal 2. Illegal
(12-E) How confident are you in that your answer above (12-D) is correct?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9










2. On the scale below, please indicate the extent that you believe the suspect was 
guilty or innocent of the crime.




3. Overall, how coercive did you think the interrogation was?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Not at all Extremely
Coercive coercive
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4. What was the suspect accused of in this case?
Murder
Rape
Hit and Run 
Grand Larceny
5. At the end of the interrogation, did the suspect confess or not confess to the 
crime?
Confessed 
Did not Confess
